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1.0 PURPOSE 



The purpose of this Action Memorandum (AM) is to document, for inclusion in the 
Administrative Record, the V . S. Department of trie Navy's (Navy's) decision to undertake a 
Non-Time- Critical Removal Action (NTCRA ) to control the release of poh"' .:;_■ amatei I ! n\ heuvls 
IPCBs) at Hangar 1 at the former Naval Air Station (NAS) Moffett Field (Moffett), California 
(Figures 1-1 and 1-2). This NTCRA will be performed m accordance with current U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency lUSEPAi and Navy guidance document' for an NTCRA 
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). 

The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) has the authority to undertake response actions, 
including removal actions, under CERCLA, Title 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) Section (§) 
9604, Title 10 U.S.C. § 2701 et seq., and federal Executive Order 12580. This includes the 
authority to undertake removal actions to address "pollutants or contaminants" mat "may present 
an imminent and substantia] danger to the public health or welfare" pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 
9604(a)(1)(B). 

This removal action constitutes a'non-ume-onti' al removal action" as defined in LI SERA Ozfice 
of Solid Waste and Emergence R^sp' rise Directive 9318.0-05, and is being implemented as 
provi in i le 40 -ah of 1 ra Re [illations (C R.J § 330.415(n)(2). The removal action 

performed under this AM l t with die factors set forth within the National Oil 



ami Hazaidous Substances Pollution Conlirgency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R Part 300. Further, this 
removal action is consistent, to the maximum extent possible, with Chapter 6.8 of fhe California 
Health and Safely Code. 

The proposed NTCRA is removal of fhe Hangar 1 siding and application of a coating to fhe 
surfaces of fhe hangar' s steel infiastructure. The NTCRA consisls of the complete removal of the 
si' Iid |, demolition or deconstmctioii of interior structures, removal of all debris to appropriate 
off-site disposal or recycling facilities, and application of a weather-resistant epoxy coating to 
the hangar' s structural steel frame. 



2.0 SITE CONDITIONSAND BACKGROUND 



This section describes the site location and background, other actions to date, release or 
threatened release, and roles of state and local authorities for the NTCRA for the PCB 
contamination at Installation Restoration (IR) Site 29, Hangar 1 at the former NAS Moffett Field 
(CERCLIS ID No CA2 170090078). 

2.1 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

Moffett encom] >- < iteh _ 20(1 acres in Santa Clara County, California. It is located 

approximately 35 miles south of San Francisco, 10 miles north of San Jose, and approximately 
1 mile south of San Francisco Bay (Figure 1-1]. Located immediately adjacent to Moffett, .ov.t 
physically separated by dikes, are U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ponds., the Stormwater 
Retention Pond, and wetlands to the north; a Lockheed Martin facility to the east; U.S. 
Highway 101 (Bayshore Freeway) to the south; Stevens Creek to the west; and the Midpeninsula 
Regional Open Space District (MROSD) to the northwest. Offices, residences, public areas, and 
industrial facilities are located within a 1-mile radius of Moffett (Navy, 2008). 

Hangar 1 is situated west of the Moffett runways between Savre Avenue and Cummins Avenue 
(Figures 1-2 and 2-1). It is a large structure measuring 1,133 feet long, 308 feet wide. IPS feet 
high, and is constructed with a steel frame and corrugated siding (Figure 2-2). The siding 
consists of Robertson Protected Metal, known to contain both PCBs and asbestos. In addition, 
Hangar 1 was coated with lead-based paint In 2003, the Hangar 1 exterior was coated with an 
asphalt-emulsion. The area surrounding the hangar is paved, with the exception of several small 
areas of sod located adjacent to the hangar. The hangar frame is structural steel, winch was 
coated with a lead- based paint that contains PCBs. The interior floor is concrete. 

2.1.1 Site Background 

This section provides historical background for both Moffett and Hangar 1. 

2.1.1.1 Moffett History 

Moffett was commissioned as NAS Sunnyvale in 1933 to support the West Coast dirigibles for 
the Lighter-Than-Air program. In 1935, XA S Sunnyvale was transferred to the U.S. Army Air 
Corps. In 1939, the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, the predecessor to the 
National Aeronautics and Space Aaiiimistratioi: iXASA'i, established Ames Aeronautical 
laboratory on land noithwes: of Voffeit, winch later became XASA Ames Research Center. 
NAS Sunnyvale was returned to Navy control in 1P42 and was renamed NAS Moffett Field. 
Since the 1950s, the primary mission of NAS Moffett Field was to support anti-submarine 
warfare training and patrol squadrons. 



Environmental restoration activities began at Moffett in 1983 as part of the Navy's Installation 
i Program (IRP). Under the IRP, the Nav} s responsible for as :ssin< investigatini 
>f hazardous substances that present a potential risk to human health 
. Under CERCLA, as stated in 40 C.F.R., § 300.175(b)(4), "DoD has 
responsibility to take all action necessary "with r"',i ■ ■■ ■ ■ : ■ ■ -1 ■ ■ i- ■ ■■ ■ where either tlie release is on, 
or the sole source of the release is from, any facility or vessel under the Hinsdictoi:. oi;s:odv.. cr 
control of DoD." All of the sites identified through the IRP were investigated, and many have 



In 1987, the US i \ i u ! Tozfetl ■ : ■ :.; i ■ ■ -. . i ; ■ ! i : i ■ r qvi lid Lit.il liivestig d 

and restoration activities at Moffett are ■ ooidinated under a Federal Facilities Agreement signed 
by the Xavy, USEPA, California Environmental Protection Agency, and San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (WaterBoard) on September 14, 1990. 

In 1992, XAS Volte" was designated for closure as an active military base under the DoD Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program. NASA, which .irMi' oriei ceo '■ le Vines Research 
Center on the northern si 1- 1 - - 1 u ned coiitro. cc :l:e facility in July 1994 and currently 
is the federal pro] |er for M :lfett < urrent federal and state agencies located at Moffett 

include the U.S. Department of the Army, U.S. Department of the Air Force, and California Air 
National Guard, These resident agencies use the federal airport and provide facilities for military 
personnel and their families, including family housiiiq. a coiimnssarv.. a nnlit-ny dime, a service 
station, tennis courts, and an 18-hole golf course. 

2.1.1.2 Hangar 1 History 

Hangar 1 was built in 1932 to house the airship U.S.S. Macon After Hangar 1 was no _ciic;er 
used to house Xavv Liqhter-Than-Air program aircraft, both the Army and the Navy used the 
hangar for aircraft maintenaiii e, traming faoLities. and office space. In 1994, as part of the 
transfer of Moffett to NASA under the BRAC program, the property management responsibility 
for Hangar 1 was transferred to NASA. NASA used Hangar 1 for air shows, open houses, the 

■ i Lelcl ■["..iseuiD ■ , ions commercial and public functions until building occupants 

were relocated due to concerns about potential exposure to PCB and lead contamination. 
Hangar 1 has been closed to all uses except access by essential maintenance, abatement, or 
environmenla] cleanup personnel since May 2003. 

2.1.1.3 Hangar 1 National Register Eligibility 

Hangar 1 is indivia"..ia.lv eligi.o_^ for the National Register of His:oiic P_aces (XRHP) and is a 
contributing element of the United State- XAS Suiiirn ale Cdifcnua - Histouc District (Historic 
District], which is listed on the XRHP. The NRHP lists districts, sites, C'lddmgs, structures, and 
objects that are significant in American liistory, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 
culture. To be eligible for listing in the XRHP, a pr oeit; must pessess both "significance" and 



rity" of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. When 
1 within its historic context, a property . by the application of the 

four National Register Criteria for Evaluation. In accordance with 36 C.F.R., Part 60.4, a 
property may be determined eligible for listing in the NRHP if it meets at least one of tour main 
criteria: 

• Criterion A: Properties that are associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of our history. 

• Criterion B: Properties that are associated with the lives of persons significant in 
history. 

• Criterion C: Properties that embody the distinct characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high 
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction. 

; have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 



The Historic District is eligible at trie national level o .iii.n ■ u uteiia A and C and 

has two periods oi significance: 1030- 193 J and 1942-1046. The noncontiguous Historic I; istnot 
is eligible under Criterion A for its associations with the ligriter-Than-Air program and the 
contributing element of the Historic District, which is based on Hie contributions that program 
has made to history under the themes oi coastal lefense and naval technology. The Historic 
District is also eligible under Criterion C for its distinctive master plan and architecture, 
including a landscaped "commons," massive airship hangars (Hangar 1 and two smaller 
hangars), and "fine regional exariro.es of Spanish Co_orial Revival lesign" iXavv.. 1004). 



The NRHP nomination for the Historic District indicates that Hangar 1 is eligible for the NRHP 
under Criteria A and C for its association with a significant episode in the development of naval 
aviation prior to World War II, and as an example oi early twentieth-century military planning, 
engineering, and construction in the Streamline Modeme architectural style (Navy, 1904!. As 
part of the Art Deco mo 1 emen 1 lasized h nzontal a pects of design 

and is characterized by curved end wa__s. rounded comers, and flush windows" (Navy, 1004). 
Reuse guidelines for Hangar 1 that were developed in 2001. .oeiore kn.ow.edge of the PCB 
contamination, identified these Streamline Modeme elements .at Hangar 1 and explained that the 
hangar's mater, i ■■. ana urr u i.mi ■ i i ■ ■ i ■ i ■ ■ 1 w ere innovative for the time (Page & Turnbull, Inc., 
2001). Thus, the guidelines identified both the Streamline Modeme form and t 
metal panels on the exterior as two of several character-defining exterior feat 
Turnbull, Inc., 2001). 



2.1.2 Removal Site Evaluation 



In 1991, XASA completed construction of a stormwater settling basin that is approximately 
2,000 feet northwest of HatiiTar 1, to him: sediment transport to IR Site 25, which includes the 
Eastern Diked Marsh (EDM), stormwater retention pond, and MR.OSE' piooettv. This aoT-ion 
also reduced contaminant migration. Tl [ basin is located at the upstream end 

of a series of catch basins that control stormwater runoff from the western side of Moffett The 
location of the settling basin is shown on Figure 2-1. In 1997, during routine cleanout and 
sampling activities conducted by NASA a relatively uncommon PCB, Aroclor 1268, was 
reported in sediment samples from trie set:,m:[ oasm (Professioria. Analysis, Incorporated [PAI], 
2002). Analytical results showed concentrations of Aroclor 12 f :io m trie sediment samples 
ranging from 0.05 milligram per kilogram (mg/kg] to 0.8 mg/kg (PAI, 2002). In general, PCBs 

were formerly used in equipm til ■■ u ttiq matei u u ■■■■ i extent, in building 

materials as fire retardants. PCBs are probable human carcinogens and ecological toxins mat 
bioacciimulate in the environment. Because of the persistence .and toxicity of PCBs in the 
environment, their manufacture was discontinued in the United States in 1977. 

Because of the particular mixture of PCBs detected in sediments, Hangar 1 was suspected as a 
possible PCB source and was added to the Navy's IRP as IR Site 29. Actions were taken to 
control the PCB contamination found in the storm drain system. Investigations into PCB 
locations, concentrations, ana sources v;ere conducted on a variety of media nicluaiirg the 
;ett_ir_'[ .oasm : i th> DM ■ imv Ltei h tc; u ah t:a_s, stonn severs' limen a u in 

Sampling to confirm the presence of PCBs in the exterior construction materials at Hangar 1 was 
conducted in October 2002. Samples collected from the various surface materials of the 
structure, including the flat roof, roof sealant, window putty, and coating on the exterior siding, 
were analyzed (Benchmark Environmental Engineering, 2003). The sample results confirmed 
that Hangar 1 was a source of the PCBs reported in the settling basin. A naly tical results im i r atei ! 
that Aroclor 1260 and Aroclor 1268 were pi d levels in the siding 

and were present atrelau\ci\ '-w m i ■■ • i ■ i ■■ i' ■. ; n i. n. r ■> -i in.ii.i-] als, roof sealant, 

i ■■ ■■■■ :\ pill \ 

Following the discovery of elevated levels of PCBs in the interior paint of Hangar 1, two 
separate investigations of the ambient air inside and outside the hangar were conducted. In 
October 2002, NASA sampled for PCBs and lead in air inside and outside the hangar. In 
November 2002, Harding Environmental Science and Engineering (ESE) sampled and analyzed 
for PCBs and lead in air inside and outside the hangar. The NASA PCB sampling results 
indicated that Aroclor 1268 was no: detected m ambieii: air outside of the hangar (NASA, 2003). 
However, Aroclor 1268 was reported in the samples irorn inside the hangar at concentrations 
from 0.0888 to 0.1115 micrograms per cubic meter (fig/nr). R r the i trect-conlact exposure 
pathway of ambient air, the USEPA Region 9 Relininaiy Remediation Goal (PRG) for PCBs is 
0.0034 Lig/m 3 . 
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The Handing ESE PCB sampling results indicated thatAroclor 1268 was not detected in ambient 
air outside of the hangar (Harding ESE, 2002). Tin; aiic 'thei nive nation :.■!■■!■■ ij:.. 1 
Aroclor 1268 was inside the hangar at concentrations from 0.0292 to 0.1115 iig/m 3 . All of the 
indoor air samples exceeded the PCB PRG . 

The lead sampling results indicated that lead was present in ambient air outside of the hangar 
(Harding ESE, 2002) at concentrations from 0.0041 to 0.0093 irg/rrf . Lead was reported in the 
samples from inside Ihe hangar at concentrations frombelow the detection limit to 0.0127 ug/m 3 . 
The California Air Resources Eioard promulgated a California Ai d aent. Air < ,ji lahty Standard of 
1.5 irg/nr 3 . All of the air samples amlyzed for lead were below the California Ambient Air 



2.2 OTHER ACTIONS TO DATE 

Tins secTion describes the previous actions and current actions, and the entities that conducted c 
are conducting them. 

2.2. 1 Previous Actions 



2.2.1.1 Time-Critical Removal Action Conducted by NASA 

NASA notified the Water Board of the \ re-— i - i - 1 >i 1260 and Aroclor 1268 within the 
stormwater collection trench in a letter dated July 1, 2003 (NASA, 2003). In September 2003, 
XASA implemented an action to remove sediments contaminated with PCBs from tire 
stormwater collectr m trench loc ated around me perimeter of Hangar 1 and to remove potentially 
affected sedimente present on paved surfaces immediately surrounding the structure. NASA's 
action involved cleaning out and characterizing sediment residue in the stormwater collection 
trem L -unrounding Hangar 1. 

2.2.1.2 Time-Critical Removal Action Conducted by the Navy 

The Xavv performed a rime-critical removal action (TCRA) as an interim remova_ action at 
Haiicar 1 :o limit the migration of POBs zroin the exterior surfaces of the building materials into 
the storm drain system leading to IR Site 25. 



The OcxberjCCS Navv _ CRA included die following actions: 

• The exterior surface of the hangar was cleaned by pressure washing to remove any 
grease, oil, and dirt that may have inhibited adhesion of the selected coating materials. 

• The exterior corrugated siding was coated with an asphalt emulsion. The purpose of 
tire coating was to isolate the siding contaminants until a final rem w:.i> s-l-c-^i... 
The coating was not applied to the flat root window surfaces, walk- in doors, vehicle 
rollup doors, or exterior appurtenan e i 1 s 1 
piping. 

• The area around the hangar was cleaned bv pressure washing following coating of tire 
structure to remove any contaminants that may have j:ieeii ^resent on surrounding 
paved surfaces. 

nty fence was installed to control access to 

A complete summary of the TCRA activities is provided in the TCRA Completion Report 
(TtFW, 2004). Since the TCRA was completed, periodic visual inspections of the coating on the 
exterior siding have been conducted. In addition, in February 2005 as part of an ongoing effort 
to reduce contamination, the Navy cleaned out the rain gutters on Hangar 1 by collecting, 
sampling, and disposing of the contamin l i h^ [utters. 

2.2.2 Current Actions 

Ii _ malized an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), a recruired 

component of any NTCRA (Navy, 2008). The EE/CA was made available to the public for their 
comments and input on July 30, 2008, and a public meeting to discuss the IE/0 A "was :ie_d ii 
August 26, 2008, at the American Legion Post 564 in Santa Clara, California. Responses to 
comments received on the EE/CA are provided m a responsiveness summiiiv included m 
Appendix B. 

23 RELEASE OR THREATENED RELEASE 

This NTCRA is being conducted in order to control the migration of PCBs from Hangar 1 to the 
environment through source elimination or containment, thereby eliminating human health and 
environmental concerns associated with potential exposure pathways, including tire surface water 
n.inoff 'ailiway to IR Site 25. As described above, the contaminant of concern (COC) is PCBs 
(Aroclor 1260 and Aroclor 1268). PCBs are present in the siding (Figure 2-3) and interior 
components of Hangar 1. Building components from Hangar 1 are considered the most likely 
source of the PCBs reported in sediment in the stormwater collection trench around the perimeter 
of Hangar 1. Since the Navy's TORA, PCBs have not been detected in the area surrounding 
Hangar 1 includini | st irmwater rum iff. Hi >wever, 1 lecause the current asphalt emulsion coating 
could reach the end of its useful life and possibly fail as a sealant, tire threat of future releases is 



possible. The Navy, NASA, and regulator; agencies have agreed that source elimination or 
containment would control further release of PCBs from Hangar 1 to the environment and, 
therefore, would be the focus of this NTCRA . 

Based on CERCLA and the NCP, the removal action objective (RAO) is to control the release of 
the COC at Hangar 1, thereby reducing the potential risks to human health and the environment 
while minimizing future operation and maintenance activities at the site. 

[he RAO provitl I a basis :oi ■ Ju m n ■] i J a ti :ei i ;■. s in:l select] trie m ■■ i 

viable alternative for Hangar 1. There are no target cleanup goals required for the contaminants 
because the removal a :tion im dudes either total removal or containment of the source. 

Although PCBs are the regulatory driver for this removal action, asbestos and lead are also 
present in interior and exterior Hangar 1 building materials. Building materials containing 
asbestos and lead that are in good condition and not subject to disturbance may generally be left 
in place per USEPA and DoD policy. However, in the course of addressing the PCB 
contamination at Hangar 1, it will be necessary to take into account health and safety issues 
associated with handling and working in the vicinity of materials containing asbestos and lead 
ana to con [ i t nt -ibatpment and di po al of asbestos 



2.4 ROLES OF STATE AND LOCAL AUTHORITIES 
2.41 State and Local Actions to Date 

The USE?' A ana the Water Board provided technical advice and regulatory oversight during the 
investigations that led to this NTCRA. The USEPA and the Water Board are members of the 
BRAC Cleanup Team. 

2.4.2 Potential for Continued State and Local Response 

It is expected that the USEPA and Water Board will continue to provide technical advice, 
regulatory oversight, aha genera, assistance with the implementation of this NCTRA as well as 
other 1R sites at Mcffett throughout the IRP. 
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THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, 

OR THE ENVIRONMENT AND STATUTORY 

AND REG ULATORY AUTHORITIES 



In accordance with the NCP, the following factors shall be consiaerea in determining the 
appropriateness of a removal action (40 C.F.R. § 300.415[b][2]): 



Actual or potential contamination of drinking watei supplies or sensitive ecosystems 
Hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants in drums, barrels, tanks, or other 
bulk storage ccnt..!.:i]'-!!'- that may pose a threat of release 

High levels of hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants in soils largely at or 

near the surface that may migrate 

W eather conditions that may cause hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants 

to migrate or be released 

Threat of fire or exp.osion 

Other situations or factors that may pose threats to public health or welfare or the 



3.1 THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE 

The following threat applies to conditions at Hangar 1: 



PCBs are a "pollutant or contaminant" as defined in Section 101(33) of CERCLA. The nature of 
this lisk indicates that removal of all interior structures and siding, and containment of the PCBs 
in structural st 

3.2 THREATS TO THE ENVIRONMENT 

The principal threat from the continued release of PCBs from the Hangar 1 siding is the threat to 
terrestrial receptors through a food chain that has worms and other small animals that live in 
se limeirte ingesting PCBs and then in ..im ] nig ea1 u by other animals, including birds. This 
results in the bioaccumulahon of PCBs in the tissue of these animals (Navy, 2003). 
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4.0 ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION 



Releases of PCBs in the form of Aroclor 1260 and Aroclor 1268 from this 
] nt ar_ Lirnrinent and substantial danger to the 

i by implementing the removal action selected in this A M . 
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5.0 PROPOSED REMOVALACTION AND ESTIMATED COST 



5.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed removal actor. woulo include demo.ition or (reconstruction of the interior 
structures of the hanjai 3 i I ilal itement required as part of interior 

demolition would also be performed as necessary. The hangar windows, doors, siding, and other 
exterior components would also be removed, characterized, segregated, and properly disposed of 
at an approved off-site facility. Assumptions were made regarding waste classification for the 
purpose of the EE/CA based on previously collected data; however, all waste would be fully 
characterized prior to off-site disposal and would be managed accordingly. Activities would 
i: is and disposal of 

the rinsate. The final step would be to coat the structural steel frame with a primer and finish coat 
of weather- res: n the steel paint. 

Proposed historic mitigation measures to be performed as part of the NTCRA include Level 1 
Historic American Inifiiieeumf Record documentation, oral hisxiiies of individuals who worked 
in the hangar during i ffen itera virtual interact .■ loi nmentation on compact disk, 

inventory-catalogue of Hangar 1 collections, preservation of Hangar 1 man-cranes, and coating 

the steel frame with a protective coating similar in color to the tenner siding. 

5.1.1 Contribution to Remedial Performance 

line to me comprehensive nature of :hs removal and the full compliance with applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), the response is considered fully projective of 
human health and the e 



5.1.2 Description of Alternative Technologies 

A comprehensive EE/CA was completed by the Navy as required for NTCRAs (Navy, 2008). 
Thirteen removal action alternatives were evaluated in the EE/CA to address the PCB 
contamination. The 13 alternatives evaluated for this NTCRA are as follows: 

Alternative 1: Enclose entire hangar inside another structure 

Alternative 2: Coverwito. r.mberized material 

Alternative 3: Coatwith asphalt-emulsion 

Alternative 4: Coatwith acrylic coating 

Alternative 5: Coatwith plasma-sprayed oxide 

Alternative 6: Cover with new visually similar siding 

A_:einative ~: Media bias: con taminated surfaces 



Alternative 8: Neutralize _- : 'Or!s "..ismo" emulsified bimetallic extraction 
Alternative 9: Remove contaminants by chemical stripping and coating 



Alternative 10: 
Alternative 11 
Alternative 12 
Alternative 13: 



Remove siding and coat exposed surfaces 
Demolish and remove hangar 
Collect stormwater runoff and treatonsite 
Collect stormwater runoff and treat/dispose off s: 



i n ilt : ■ i ■. ■ . ■■■ ■ i" : lb, i '. duat 'i i i mist ii. ■ RCLA r Lieo ., utei a cd mi] le ne ifr, 

and effectiveness. Those alternatives that satisfied the threshold criteria of complying with 
A RA Rs and protecting human health and me environment, and which were also determined to be 
effective and implementable, were then assessed for their cost. Based on the comparative 
a:id:vsis of the removal action alternatives in terms of implementability, effectiveness, and cost, 
the Navy's recommenced cdoemative m ~i>- EE/CA was Alternative 10, removal of all interior 
structures and siding, containment of PCBs in the structural steel paint with an epoxy coating, 
and disposal of contaminated and non-contaminated debris to appropriate off-site disposal 
facilities. Alternative 10 was recommended in the EE/CA as the best removal action approach to 
aaaress the trm .i nn 1 ■ i ;jv M" iinuse ot PCBs. 

5.1.3 ARARs 

Section 300.415(j) of the NCP provides that removal actions must attain ARARs to the extent 
practicable, considering the exigencies of the situation. 



Section 300.5 of the NCP defines relevant and appropriate requirements e 
standards of control, and other substantive requirements, criteria, oi hi T i 1 
under federal environmental, or state environmental, or facility siting laws that, while not 
"applicable" to a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant, remedial action, location, or 
i ] l ii l s sufficient similar to those 

encountered at the CERCLA site and are well-suited to the particular site. 

Because CERCLA on-site response actions do not reguire permitting, only substantive 

require meics :: C'msu:--:-d :-,<■ :;■ :v : i F i l pure neiiis sued i i -d 

of or consultation with administrative bodies, issuance of permit; 
record keeping, and enforcement are not ARARs forCERCLA actioi 

There are three types of ARARs. The first type includes chemical-s 
ARARs set limits on concentrations of specific hazardous substances, contaminants, and 
pollutants in the environment. Examples of this type of ARAR are ambient water quality criteria 
am:: dunking water standards. The second type of ARAR includes _o ■ator.- specific requirements 
for activities based on site characteristics, including activities in wetlands, floodplains, and 
hrsTonc sites. The third tvpe o: ARAR includes action- specific requirements, which are 



technology- based restrictions that are triggered by the type of action under consideration. 
Examples of acti F s -up regulations for waste treatment, storage, and disposal 

under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act i.RORA i. ARARs must be identified on a 
site-specific basis from information about specific chemicals at the site, specific features of the 
site location, and actions that are being considered as removal actions. 

As the lead federal agency, tire Navy has primary responsibility 7 for identifying federal ARARs at 
Moffett The substantive provisions of the following potential federal chemical-, location-, and 
action-specific ARARs were identified fortius MORA, 

5.1.3.1 Chemical-Specific ARARs 

Requirements under RCRA for identification of hazardous waste (42 U.S.C., Chapter 82, §§ 
6901-B991[i], and California Code of Regulations [Cal. Code Regs.] Title [tit] 22, § 66261.21, 
66261.22[a] [1], 66261.23, 66261.24[a] [1], and 66261.100) are potential federal ARARs. 

The federal water quality criteria at 40 C.F.R. §§ 131.36(b), 131.37, and 131.38 (referred to as 
the National Toxics Rule and the California Toxics Rule) are potentially applicable federal 
requirements for airy discharges to surface water. 

RCRA land disposal restrictions (LDRs) at Cal. Code Regs, tit 22, § 66268.1(f) are potential 
federal A RA Rs for discharging waste to land. 

Bay Area Air Ouantv Management District (BAAQMD) Regulation 6-301 limits visible 
emissions from the site; BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 3, requires arcliitectural coatings to meet 
standards for maximum volatde organic compound content BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 1 
requires air monitoring for lead, a hazardous air pollutant; and BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2 
covers asbestos management and removal requirements during demolition and renovation 
pi-::jei i 1 -. 

If the generated wastes are classified as a non-RCRA -hazardous waste, then Cal. Code Regs, 
tit 22, § 66268.105 could be potentially applical le. These standards must be attained prior to 
land disposal of the waste. Assumptions were made regarding was:e ■ _assificatiori fcr rcirpcse of 
the EE/CA based on previously collected data; however, all waste will be fully characterized 
prior to off-site disposal and will be managed accordingly. 

5.1.3.2 Location-Specific ARARs 

The substantive provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
(16 U.S.C., § 470 etseq.) and their implementing regulations (36 C.F.R. , Part 800), as amended, 
are federal ARARs. The Navy is required to take 111:0 account the effaces of 0ERCLA removal 
actions on any historic properties included in or eligible forinclusioninthe NRHP. 



These substantive requirements have been addressed by the Navy in the CERCLA removal 
action selection process in lieu of the proi edura] requirements set forth in 36 C.F.R., Part 800. 
The Navy has coordinated with the Office or Historic: Preservation, trie Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, and other interested parties to give these interested parties an opportunity 
to comment on tire proposed action to ensure that the substantive requirements of tire NHPA and 
36 C.F.R,, Par i-Ji-c 1 



Interested parties were given an opportunity to review and comment on the EE/CA, and their 
comments have been addressed in responsiveness summaries accompanying this AM. The 
Removal Action Work Plan will also be made avai_a.o_e to :hese lnteies ted parries tor review .and 



The Migratory Bird Treaty Act requirements are found at 50 C.F.R. , § 10.13. It is the Navy's 
position that this act is not legally applicable to the Navy actions. However, the Migratory Bird 
Treatv Act is considered a potentially relevant and appr ipriate i ureme t i tins removal 
action because of the potential for tire hangar to serve as a temporary roosting area. A biological 
survey will be conducted prior to beginning the removal action to address migratory birds. 

Section 3005(a) of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits the taking of hires and 
mammals bv poison (site contaminants). The requisite federal sovereign lrmriLiintv waiver does 
not exist to authorize applicability of the California Fish and Game Code. However, the 
substantive requirement of the California Fish and Game Code to prevent the taking of birds and 
mammals by site contaminants is deemed to be relevant and appropriate. The taking of birds and 
mammals will be prey entei i i v ■ ntaining contaminants and seveioriq the iiaohvav of exposure to 
or from siding contaminants. 

5.1.3.3 Action-Specific ARARs 

Cal. Code Regs, tit 22, § 66262.101 aj nl _ _ 11 n hide standards that are applicable to 
generators of hazardous waste. Requirements include obtaining a USE PA identification number. 
determining if wastes are hazardous or not, and accumulating waste within specified time limits. 
A lso included are requirements for characterization for pretreatment of waste prior to disposal of 
hazardous waste on land (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 2_ _ "!. 

Cal. Code Regs, tit 22 § 66262.34 permits hazardous wastes to be accumulated on site forup to 
90 days without having to obtain a permit In order to comply with accumulation requirements, 

waste inns". lie stored m r oiitamers in acoordari' e with v !■■■_■■_;- J_ L— 1~S. 



RCRA wastes, which are land disposed, will be subject to LDRs and must attain contaminant 
leve_s achievable by besl demonstrated available technology. Regulations are presented in Cal. 
Code Regs, tit 22, § 66268.40. Non-RCRA -hazardous waste LDRs are presented in Cal. Code 
Regs, tit 22, §66268.105. 
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There are requirements under RCRA for pre-transport (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 § 66262.30, 
<■■<■■-■■■- .i ':':_:■_ ■_ '.':_. ■_ i i iinl 66262.20-66262.23) as well as requirements under the 
Federal Hazardous Materials Transportation Law for transport of hazardous materials (49 U.S.C. 
§ 5101-5127 and 49 C.F.R. § 171.2[f], 171.2[g], 172.300, 172.301, 172.302, 172.303, 172.304, 
172.312, 172.400, and 172.504). 

For demolition work, there are requirements under the Clean Air Act 142 U.S.C. § 7401 etseq. 
and BAAQMD Regulations 6, 6-301, 6-302, and 6-305 and Regulation 8, Rule 40). 

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) regulations govern the management and disposal of PCBs 
contained within the si ling, structural steel and other materials used to build Hangar 1. Because 
the PCBs are integral to the manufacture of the product and their presence is not the result of a 
spill or release from another source, upon disposal, the >Am:\ is defined as PCB bulk product 
waste. Regulations in 40 C.F.R., § 761.60(e) and 761.62(a) govern Hie disposal of bulk product 
waste and allow for disposal through a variety of methods. Only those methods specified in § 
- 61. f :)2(a) are permissible at the site due to the fact that the siding is also considered RCRA- 
regulated because ■ i: ::ie lead ■ onient of the paint 

The requirements of 40 C.F.R. , § 761.40, 761.50, and 761.65 govern the storage and disposal of 
PCBs and are potentially applicable. All TSCA wast- will be managed in accordance with TSCA 
regulations. Waste that is also considered hazardous waste will be managed under both TSCA 
and RCRA requirements. Requirements of § 761.180 govern the required recordkeeping and 
monitoring that apply to PCBs. 

The retaliation at 40 C.F.R., § 761.79 provides expanded decontamination procedures. It is 
potentially applicable to the decontamination of TSCA waste, as well as the decontamination of 
tools and equipment that contact PCBs during the removal action. The regulation of 40 C.F.R., 
§ 61(a)(5)(v) provides disposal requirements for personal protective equipment and nonporous 
surfaces that have ! ieen i lec< intaminated. These requirements are applicable to wastes generated 
during cleaning ac nhe 1 which tiai ■■ ■ hi i i r '! ! f remova ■ reuse of man-cranes. 

The Xavy will also comply with the following substantive provisions of the General Permit: 
substantive requirements for development and implementation of Best Management Practices 
!.BM?s').. substantive requirements for the content of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), and substantive technical monitoring and analytical requirements (loea::or: and 
frequency of sample collection, parameters to be tested, and analytical methodologies). 
Compliant e with ±ese su i I i nted in an appendix to the 

Removal Action Work Plan titled "Stormwater Management Plan." This plan will include 
descriptions of the BMPs to be implemented during the removal action aria aadress substantive 
SWPPP requirements. 



Staging Piles 

Wastes generated during the removal action will be stockpiled on lined and bermed stockpile 
areas prior to off-site disposal. It is expected that the stockpiled wastes will be RCRA- 
hazardous; however, waste characterization will be conducted during the removal action. 

If. basec; on representative sampling an:; aiia_vsis of each waste she:: 

be RCRA hazardous "waste, then :l:e substantive provisions of the amended (effective April 22, 
J 1 .; i 1 RA staging pile regulations are potentially applicable. These regulations consist of the 
performance and technical standards for staging piles (40 C.F.R., § 264.554[d][l][i-h] and 
[d][2]), and closure requirements for staging piles (§ 264.554[j]-[k]|. A staging pile may be 

design. oi temporan \\v-:> o2 years 01 more based on the necessity to assure timely and 

efficient implementation of remedial actions [§ 264.554{i}{2}]) treatment or storage of solid, 
nonflowing remediation waste. The RCRA LDRs, the landfill minimum technology 
requirements, and the waste pile permitting requirements are not applicable to staging piles for 
RCRA hazardous wastes. For um:s located in a previously contaminated area of the facility, all 
remediation wastes, contaminated containment system components, structures, and equipment 

that are contaminate! with "waste : i lea b i 1 mi. i be i 1 1 ■ = ■ \ i n .on nated w i.inn iO 

days after the operating term of the staging pile expires (§ 264.554[j]). In addition, contaminated 
subsoils must be decontaminated. For units located on uncontaminated areas of the facility, 
within 180 days 1 ing i ition of tlie operating term, the stagiE [ pile must be closed in 
accordance with waste pile closure requirements at Cal. Code Regs, tit 22, § 66264.258(a) or 
§ 66265.258(a) and the closure performance standards at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.111. 

5.1.3.4 CompliancewithARARs 

Removing the hangar siding and coating the infrastructure surfaces would comply with federal 
and California State ARARs. Storage and decontamination requirements would comply with 
appropriate RCRA and TSCA ARARs. BAAQMD regulations would be applicable due to the 
potential for dust generation during removal of side panels. Visible emissions, emission limit 
rates for particulate matter, lead emissions, and requirements for asbestos management would all 
be potentially applicable to the removal action. Implementing engineering controls., such as 
tring the siding prior to dismantling and carefully b 'Weim [ the so ling panels to the 
ground, would limit emissions during the siding removal. With the implementation of 
engineering controls ana appropriate air monitoring, the removal .action would comply with air 
quality ARARs. ARARs involving surface water requirements would be met through the 
implementation of stormwaterB MPs during the NTCRA. 

The storage, disposal, and management of Hangar 1 siding and roofing would be regulated under 
RCRA and TSCA. Large quantities of RCRA and TSCA waste would be generated and would 
require careful oversight to ensure that RCRA/TSCA waste streams were stored in accordance 
with regulations. Solids, rinsate, and other wastes would be characterized, managed, and 
disposed of properly. CompLon e wit:i RCRA and state non-RCRA-hazardous waste ARARs 



would be maintained. Assumptions were made regarding w aste classification for the purpose of 
the EE/CA based on previously collected data; however, al_ waste would be fully characterized 
oiior to of:-site disposal and would be managed accordingly. 

The removal action will comply with ARARs identified above, 7ab.es 5-1 ±i"ouc::i 5-6 present 
the ARARs in more detail. Refer to Section 4.0 of the EE/CA (Navy, 2008) for a more detailed 
narrative discussion of A RA Rs. 

5.1.4 Project Schedule 

Pending contract award, project activities are scheduled to begin late 2009. 

5.2 ESTIMATED COSTS 

The Xavy has made a present-worth estimate of the X7CRA costs. The estina:ea i ■*:$ include 
the direct and indirect capital costs of the proposed removal action. Post-removal site control 
costs are not anticipated for this X7CRA. The items discussed below are consiaerea :o lie 



include activities associated with: 
Preparation of a work plan 



immunity relations program 
D emolition or deconstruction, and disposal of all interior structures 
Complete removal of the siding 

Removal of the resulting contaminated and noncontaminated debris to appropriate off- 
site disposal or recycling facilities 



for application of a coating to the surfaces of the Hangar 1 steel infractucture 
rations and maintenance costs for 30 years are included in the estimate. The estimated 
the removal action is S25.8 million, with a breakdown of the estimated cost shown as 



Estimated Cost 


Direct Capital Cost 
Construction 




$15,781,450 


Indirect Capital Costs 
Construction 




$6,916,700 


Total Operations and Maintenance (30 years) 


$3,114,647 


Removal Action Total (Ro 


nded) 


825,810,000 



In addition, the costs for historic nitigation measures were estimated. These i 
Level 1 Historic American Engineering Record, documentation, oral histories of individuals who 
worked in the hangar during different eras, virtual Hangar 1 interactive compact disk, irrverrtory- 
catalogue of Hangar 1 collections contained in the >- Ioffett FieL 1 > Iuseum, and coating the steel 
frame with a protective coating similar in color to Hie hangar' s former siding. Historic mitigation 
costs are an additional $350,000. Cost for preservation of man-cranes and coaling the steel frame 
are included in tire removal action construction cost 



The previous siding encapsulation efto:t is readimq trie e:ia of its vraivaiiti period. Therefore, 
there is an increasing flireat that the coatiicj on the siding \\~iA 1 -on to fail, thus allowing the 
release of PCBs into the e 
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 



The Navy has actively sought input from the California State Historic Preservation 
Officer/Office of Historic Preservation, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation chairman and 

staff, other stakeholders, and the public throughout the proi ess o planning the XT 1 (A. nput 
was received through presentations an:; discussions at numerous Restoration Advisory Board 
meetings, public meetings., stakeho.de: meetings, open houses, briefs to political aides, letters, 
information updates, telephone calls, and opportunities to review and comineii: on documents. 



The EE/CA was first issued on May 5, 2006, followed by a 45-day public comment period. An 
informational open house and a public meeting were held on May 23. 2G06. The EE/CA was 

revised based on considerate i ■ .it fi he ■.' h and new cost and technical information, 

In December 2007, the Navy released Moffett Field Update Number 4, which proviaea 
information on the structural analysis efforts being performed in support of the revised EE/CA. 
The revised EE/CA was issued on July 30, 2008, with a 45-day public comment period ending 
September 13, 2008. Appendix C includes a press release regarding the revised EE/CA and a 
public notice inviting the public to a meeting regarding Hangar 1 and the CERCLA process, 
where the Xavv received comments from die public on die E .' ■ \ , i' ■ : .i- ■■.- ■■: ■ :.!■■.■■ w , issued 
on August 4 and was picked up by 114 different media sources across the nation. The public 
notice and meeting invitation ran in tirree local papers and was mailed separately to 1,600 
individuals. 

The public meeting for the revised EE/CA was held on August 26, 2008, and was attended by 
approximately 200 community members. The meeting transcripts, including verbal comments 
from the public and regukiU' v . i ■ : ■ : ■ i ■ \ ■ i .< 1 1 .inii.ni ■■,.!■■. \ s . n : ■■■. . in ■ ■■ ■ i.i - 1 ■ m n 

rile m the Information Repository and the Administrative Record, A responsiveness summary to 
comments received on the EE/CA is provided in Appendix B. 

Community reiaiions act ti .oe coiid noted dining the XTCRA will include: 

l during scheduled Restoration 



The complete A dmmistrative Record, including copies of tins AM and the Hangar 1 EE/CA, is 
maintained by Ms. Diane Silva, Records Manager (EVR.DS), 937 North Harbor Drive, FISC 
Building 1, 3rd Floor, San Diego, California 92132; telephone (619) 532-3676. The 
A dmiiristrative Record Index forthis site is included as Appendix A. 
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8.0 OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES 



No outstanding policy issues exis: tor ins \T0.-iA, 
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9.0 SELECTED ACTION 



This AM was prepared in accordance with current USEPA and Navy guidance documents for 
NTCRAs under CERCLA (USEPA, 1990). This AM identifies actions necessary to address the 
existing and/or potential risk of harm to the environment. 

The removal action alternative selected for the NTCRA consists of the complete removal of the 
hangar siding; demolition and deconstruction of all interior structures; removal of all debris to 
appropriate off-site disposal or recycling facilities; application of a weather-resistant epoxy 
coating to the hangar's structural steel frame; and implementation of historic mitigation measures 
described in Section 5.1 . This alternative was selected because the primary source of PCBs (the 
Robertson Protected Metal siding) will be removed, and remaining PCBs in the structural steel 
paint will be adequately contained; thus, there will be minimal threat of any potential future 
release of PCBs into the environment. This alternative best meets the RAO and the NCP criteria 
because it: 



Is technically feasible based, on commonly used construction techniques and 

demonstrated proven approaches 

Is administratively feasible; it uses federal funding for support and follow-on 



of the Steele 



Provides a high degree of long-te 
because the PCBs in Hangar 1 
removed, and the remaining PCBs 



'■ equipment, 



Complies with ARARs 

Provides adequate short-term effectiveness during implementation 
Imposes minimal restrictions on future use of the site and provides a frame that could 



be used for future development 
s documented by the signature below, the Navy has approved the selected alternative. 



For the United States Navy: 



Darren Newton 

Base Realignment and Closure Environmental Coordinator 

BRAC Program Management Office West 



3/- OpCtFM£6lZ - zJcvP 
Date 
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wna^Aug^mzooB 


Received on: August 26, 2008 


F^A^.To^SpMen.Mayor 


Submitted Via Letter submitted to Kimbeiiy Kesler, Di rector 
Navy BRAC FMO West 


AfflMio.VAg^Ci.yofS^ale 


Comment IS: The Oily of Sunnyvale conmiends X4SA and the NAVY forits 
release of the EEVCA and provides these comments on Alternative 10: Remove 
Siding and Coat Exposed Surfaces: 


R^cn^lS 


Sr^H€^ H S|r^^' 


1S.1: Comment noted. 


1S.3: The City is also concerned that this alternative does not. address the interior 
contaminants of the Hangar and seems to ignore contaminants as regulatory 
drivers. 


^^^~^^ 
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1S.4 The City also urges the Navy to cor 


isider feedback from the community 


lSvi Theiewasa45-dciypubliccommentperiodwiiichedEnded 






from July 30 to September 13. During this penod the Navy held a 
public meeting on Ai igi ist 3 i where comments were received on 
the proposed NTCRA. The Navy has reviewed all of the 
comments received and taken them into account in the final 
decision setforth in the Action Memorandum. 


laa The City ot Sunnyvale supports the 


use of federal funds to clean and restore 


ISo: Thesdecl^alteniativeleavesthehangarshucturalsted in 






place for use or ini] >n >vement i >v XASA, the currejit federal 


vTMiiTtoto^^toH^ 


ouldmts^porta^altematrve winch 


facility operator, or any future properly owner. 



i: September 12, 2008 



From: Tom Means, Mayor 
(Submitted on behalf of Mayor by 

Iliy ilia Kril.iit la, Offi< e Assistant, City Clerk's Office) 



Submitted Via I 



AtTiliatli:>iVAi;(rrii<:y: City of Mountain View 



ConiTKiit 2S: 1 
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25.1: Comment noted. 



253: The City of Mountain View encourages the Navy, in theevent they choose 
1 ! 1 ! 1 1 iii to bring the hangar 

o code compliance, to work cooperatively with NASA during the remedial 
design and implementation phases of the pio)e:t to plan for a full solution, both 
remediation aid lb-si ding of the hangar, simultaneously aid expeditiously. Such 
cooperation could achieve significant project efficiencies for efforts to evaluate, 
make decisions and implement re- siding of the hangar .and code upgrades. For 
example, there may be significant cost savings if scaffolding or other construction 
equipment can be shared between siding removal and siding replacement, as well 
s for electrical or mechanical code upgrades. 

25.4: The City of Mountain View requests that the Navy assess, in greater detail, 
any potential negative effects of the structural framework being left open to the 
dements, such as, but not limited to, bin! nesting and potential safety impacts for 
aircraft safety, potential deterioration to the hangar's floor and potential corrosion 
of any mechanical members related to the hangar's doors. 
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protect against potential corrosion. Hangar 1 currently has a 
























anticipated. 


2S.5e The City of Mountain View requests that the Navy commit to testing the 


2S3: Based on Hie expected life span of the weather-resistant 


lecoating of the structural steel more frequently than every five years to ensure 




containment of the FCBs. 














coating's integrity. 


2S.& The City of Mountain View requests that the Navy further evaluate the epoxy 


2S.G Thomarios was awarded a portion of the Akron Airdock 


] lenetr.Hnt remediation process used by Thomarios Corporation for the inside of 




Hangar One's sister hangar in Akron, Ohio, in case this process might provide a 




feasible alternative for remediating tire inside and outside of Hangar One without 




removing the siding. 




Thank you for Hie opportunity to comment on tire EE/CA Revision 1. Hangar One 




lias been ar important part of the Mountain View commurrity since its construction 




in 1933 and the City aid it-; community members are vitally interested in its 




preservation and future use. 
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Received on: September 12, 1 






Conrnait 3S: Thank you very much for the opportunily to comma it on Ihe 

refaenced document As you know, tlie Miclj jeiiitisi.ila Retfi<:n"i.sl Opai Space 
District (District) owns the 55-acre Stevens Creek Nature Study Area (SCNSA) 
which adj oins the former NAS MoffettFiel ' n i j i pat of Installation 

Restoration Site 25, also known as the "Stormwater Retention Rind", which is to 
be remediated as part of a different Record of Decision once all potentially 
contributing upland sources have been fully h \< liessed. The hydrogeologic 
relationship between Site 29 and Site 25 is well documente.l (NASA 2(Xftx 
NASA 2C03b) and tluis remediation plan* f< >r a li Uws.ii i< ! contamination of 
groundwater by polychlorinated biphenyl's (FCBs) leaching from Hanger One is 
of paramount concern to the District The EB'CA ie< ■< unman Is Removal Action 
Alternative 10, i.e., removal of the Hanger One siding followed by the coating of 
exposed surfaces with a protective sealant 
While Alternative 10 would remove most of the PCB contaminants, some will 
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ng Mountain Vie 
o Bay Trail main 



3S.1: The chance of fiutl'ier 1 ontan 11 n.Hiit release, should the. 
skeletal frame deteriorate from the effects of wind, rain, sun an 
environment, remains. 



3S.3 The long-term obligation I 
vaguely addressed by reference 
3S.4sSpotmainte 






1 impermeable state : 

Li-s-pecifi'.: "institutional controls". 



3S.5e The District believes that some of these concerr 
an alternative that does not depend on periodic recoating of damaged or 
deteriorated exposed structural members. Alternatives that result in total coverage 
of the existing siding, eliminating direct exposure to the atmosphere, provide some 
level of certainty that the FCBs will be contained in the structure rather than 
migrate to the aquifers that connect to Site 25. However, these alternatives would 
only be effective as long as the integrity of die coating or siding is preserved. It 
appears that a combination of the siding removal of Alternative 10, with the 
application of both a high quality structural coating and a new (ideally visually 
similar) siding presented in Alternative 6, would be the most protective approach 
from Hie standpoint of human health aid the environment Before a final 
containment solution is selected for the remedial action, a broader range of 
QDverinc 1 01 itions and/or combinations of the current alternatives should be more 



3S.L 3S^i 3S.4 3S3: The coating selected is designed for 
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iiHU-oi-,, fitly -rXi>]oi.-.:-.l i ..:>vh from .?ikjih 


.-OLKj and 


»st perspectives. The District's 
































edial Action Objectives and 




satisfies preservation goals. 








Stephen Abbois 








Midpeninsula Regional Open Space I 


(Stlirt 






^AScfL^ 








www.openspace.oiTi 
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t September 12, 2008 



CanTKnt 4S: We appreriate the Navy's efforts to both inform our community aid 

our concerns about the proposed Removal Action for Moffett Fidd' s Site 29, 
Haiga ( >ne, butwerernain disappointed in both thequali^ of thejuly2008 
Engineeiing Eveiuati on/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) ^kI tl'ie limitations of the Navy's 
posed action. The Navy should plai to fully restore Hangar One aftEr removing 
c substances from the cladding (roof aid sidmy) aid short of that, it should 
lain wiry it does notwish to and does not have to. 



45.1: CPEO acknowl edges that the evidence that the Hangarwould posearisk in 
the futuiB if the interior aid exterior were not fully remediated is overwhelming. 
We appreciate the work that XASA ;.hik 1 the Navy have done to document these 
risks in response to our earlier commaits. M n 1 i s support removal of 
the dadding as the most permanent and effective method of preventing releases and 
exposures. 
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document that leaves out important pieces of information, is not a document tiiat 

document that uses only limited criteria to evaluate the action. Because the 
conclusions of tire EE/CA suggest that cost is the overwhelming criterion by which 
the preferred alternative was selected, we are dismayed thatall cost elements have 

it been made transparent 
4S3: The cleanup of Hangar One, under' EPA Si ipeif 1 u k 1 < [ui dance, should support 
s reasonably anticipated future land use. The Navy, like any other responsible 
party, has an obligation to remediate the property to allow the reasonably 
anticipated land use. The reasonably anticipated use of the Hangar is as a public 
facility, such as a museum or educational center. This CPEO Hangar One EE/CA 
Comments 2 September 12, 20C6 means two tilings: 

1. Residual contamination should not make the reuse unsafe The Navy 
appears to meet this criterion. 

2. Cleanup actions should not prevent reuse This is where the Navy falls 
short. When me Navy excavated the Northern Ohainel atMoffettFreld, it 
restored the channel to its original form and function. When it removed 
inactive underground storage tanks, it filled the holes. When it removes 
the toxic panels, it should replace them with visually similar, but safer 
materials. 



m.Hiinei huvhich the Nay will o >m li.u:t lire cleanup action will 
not preclude implementation of future restoration measures by the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the 
federal facility operator of tire former NAS Moffett Held, or 
others interested in potential reuse of the hangar. The cleanup 
action will 1 eave the Efengarl frame standing to allow for 
improvements and future reuse. The Navy's January 
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4S.4: The Navy substantively complied with the NHPA for this 
CERCLA removal action by actively seeking the expertise and 
comments of the California Office : f Historic Preservation, the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preseivati on, and other interested 
parties. Tire Navy met and discussed alternatives, adverse effects, 
an I historic nri ligation measures with OHP, ACHP, and other 
stakeholders throughout the CERCLA removal action planning 
process. The removal action maintains the frame of Hangar 1 and 
reflects the original hangar's relationship to the other contributing 
stun h ires rati 11 1 1 the Historic District Maintenance of the frame, 
along with the other recommended historic mi Ugatioi 1 . a sires ti te 
Historic District will continue to represent the hangar's original 
purpose and visual scale while protecting human health and the 
environment The historic mitigation measures proposed in the 
EE/CA and selected in the Action Mei norandum adequately 
reflect consideration of the need to preserve and protect the 
hangar as a cultural resource while addressing the need to respond 






from tire structure. 






4S.5 Inputand recommendations provided by the Advisory 
Council on Histoir: FteveiYation. the State HstoircPiewervation 
Office, and others concerned about historic preservation had a 
significant impact on the Navy's evaluation of alternatives 1 n idar 
OERCLA. At ii' ■ point in the process were ;.Hny interpretations of 
historic preservation ARARs or recommendations provided 
ignored by the Navy. 
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ie Reading between die lines, the only potential justifi cati txi E r ignoring 
historic preservation requirements is cost Table 5-2 of the EE/CA estimated that 
re-covering the Hangarwould cost $14,910,000. However, you stated at the 
September 11 meeting of the Moffett Field Restoration Advisory Board that this 
number includes remobilization costs, on the assumption that re-covering would be 
a separate project from removal. In addition, to our knowledge this added expense 
does not account f< >r the savin f .■; i m maintenance likely to result from re-covering, 
ven $15 million does not meet the test of prohibitive cost within the Navy's 
BRAC [Base Realignment and Closure] environmental budget of over $150 million 
each year. The Navy (including the Marines) has spent about S2.5billi' n nationally 
nBRAC cleanup tlrrough CPEO Hangar One EE/CA Commaits 3 September 12, 
2003FY 2007, and it expect tospen III re. 

The projected additional cost of recovering Han fa 1 One is less than one percent of 
that latter figure — the programmatic cost to complete. 






4S.7: In some of its statements, the Navy seems to suggest that there is an 
obligation to restore Hangar One after die removal of the panels, but tl lat the 
obligation solely rests with NASA (the current owner) not the Xavy. We see no 
legal ormoral justification for this position. The Navy is proposing to take an 

n that will damage a unique -in fact, monumental— architectural and historic 
landmark. It is obligated to mitigate that ■ Lain. ige. XASA . the current owner, also 
has obligations under the National Historic Preservation Act, and other entities — 
including future Hiiigar< hie occupaits- -may also contribute to restoration of the 
i ll i" ii i bin ttothat But the Navy's obligation remains. 



others interested 


in potential reuse of the hangar. The Navy 










in its restoration 


The Navy is woridng with NASA to better 
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4S.& Comment noted: The Navy acknowledges that the proposed 
environmental response action will affect character-defining 
architectural features that make the hangar distinctive. Removing 
the siding from the hangar frame will result in an adverse effect 

■ 'ii the hangar aid the historic district. Eieoause the source of FCB 
contamination is the hangar siding material itself, it is difficult h > 
avoid harm to the historic resource. 



4S.9: Due to the potential for the hangar to serve as a roosting 
area, a biological survey will be conducted prior to beginning the 
renn >\ al action to support development of appropriate measuiBS to 
address concerns ab< >ut migratory birds. Potential impacts 
associated with the activities of other species will need to be 
addressed as airfield operations and facility maintenance issues. 
The coating selected is designed for exterior use and to stara i 1 11 > 
to the elements. 
4S.1Q Commentnoted. 
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4S11: The Center tor Public Environmental Oversight strongly rages th 


eNavyto 


4S.11: Comment noted. 




















^^^S^^Z^^l^^^l^ 


o'ccItfIS. 












onversely. 










asvjell as orrrhvrrrg envrronnrent today. 







Written on: September 12, 2006 

From: Mlfoiri Wayne Donaldson, FAIA, State Hstoric Preservation Officer 
(Submitted by Susan Stratton, PhD, RPA 
Supervisor, Project Review Unit) 

Affiliation/ArjEncy: Officeof FJistoric Preservation 



CommsTt5& Thank you for ti 


e opportunity 


comments on your 30 July 20CK 








Station Moff ett Field, M off ett F 












complying with Section 106 of 
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35.1: In general, considering the Re\ision 1 EE/CA and the removal action as it 
relates to compliance with 36CFR9X), it is still my opinion that tlie Navy has 
o narrowly defined the undertaking to only include the remediation of PCBs 
and in doing so, it has not provided a reasonable consideration for the 
preservation of the building intact Again, I would therefore suggest that the 
Navy and NASA should carefully consider refining its undertaking am i realizing 
sstewardsltip responsibilities under Sectr 41 110 and 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act to pn >te t an i maintain die integrity of this nationally 
significant historic property. NASA Ames Research Center, in assuming 
ownership of the Han< f..ar must 1 ieo nne a "real live player" .and not solely 
standing' n the sidelines saying nice thugs about the historical importance of the 
ri.411g.ai". XASA and tlie Xavy o ailclvay well partner in the preservation 
endeavor of Hanger One and go to Congress seeking appropriations which 
would provide the monies necessary to re-skin the Hangar. 



5S.1: The Navy- si> 




ildih-1 


.ro:.ndu.:ti 


ngtheCERCLA 












arpotenSal future a 


"•"~ 


,1 NAS 


A. Genemlly.NASAis 


pSpLy while die Navy i 


1 


siblefbrfl, 


CERCLArasponse 






















NASA has explored 
















• 1 ,1 




Donmwnlyforidea 


„"u 


™I"~ 


INa'sJs" 


iprohhSToiTf" 10 


NASA decides to re 




hanga 


die Navy 


acknowledges Hie need 



5S.2: If Hangar One is left as an open metal stnicmierama'Diaiabuikkng, as 
it would be under Alternative 10, are there any specific FAA regulations that 
could require additional changes, e.g., painting the metal structure red anchvhite, 
adding additional lighting, and so foitli? If so, this would need to be taken into 

< count as it would greatly affect tlie visual quality of such a laiye structure and 
i i 11 til 1 1 

Xonnan, has not provided tins infomiation as promised. 
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in preference to painting a structure d 


ffereirt colors ai 


d patterns. 
















ts by telling 






!k type of airfiel 


i Tire Navy s 






in place. Since 














are not anticipated. 






5S.3 IamconcaiiedbecauseAltf^iativelOgivesthefalseiiipiessiontiiat 


5S3: Comment noted. The Navy ad 


aiowledgesthei 


nportanceof 


Hangar One will be "saved." However, I believe there is a real potential that this 








alternative will ultimately lead to the slow destruction of the structure if NASA 








or some other third party does not come forward with funding to re-skin and 








rehabilitate the building The structure will eventually become an eyesore, the 








maintenance funds will disappear and eventually, the rusted connections will be 








determined structurally inadequate and Hangar One will be determined unsafe. It 








will be a classic case of "demolition by neglect" We have reviewed a recent 








communication from NASA dated 8 September 20C6 expressing concern but no 








real financial commitment to restore the hangarwith exterior panels. We have 








heard this discussion for the last five years, with no real commitment to come 








forward as required under Section 110 of trie National Historic Preservation Act 
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5S.4: Comment noted. 



oS3: I still do not understand why sandblasting tiie metal frame is not an option 

to remove the greatest amount of contamination prior to coating Ti lis 
method has been used successfully on large structures, such as long span metal 

biulyes aid within shipyaids, as I noted dming the site visit on 13 September 
20 r. TlusiscliffeiHitfi van youi\41temative~\\aiich discusses the infeaahility 
of "media" blasting the haiga' (including the panels). Areas can be covered 
where this work is taking place, similar to thedeaning of steel frames on 
1 Jiiil din; is under construction prior to the application of sprayed-on fire proofing. 
If the frame is to be pressure washed and the water captured and disposed of as a 
hazardous waste, how is there any difference between the use of sand for 
sandblasting .aid the water for the pressure wash? What is the acceptable level of 
PCB in the atmosphere, soil, and groundwater that is not considered a health 
risk, and would that level be achieved by sandblasting followed by the protective 
coating, perhaps eliminating the need or it* uirenoeof future monitoiing aid 
touch-ups? This would perhaps remove any lingering doubts regarding the 
Hanger as a health risk if the metal frame were to be left in place as suggested by 
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: The Navy has estimated the cost for miti gating the adverse effects equally 
for all alternative:. As you know, nuclei !:'a:)CFR§ 800.6, the Navy is obligated 
o seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adveise effects to historic 
properties. I am not convinced that all alternatives would requite the same level 
of mitigation. For example, thereskinning in Alternative 6 or a modified version 
Alternative 10 could result in a no adverse effect determi nation, per 36 CFR § 
800.5, which could preclude the need for mitigation measures and thus those cost 
savings could then be applied toward reducing the overall cost proposal ft ir re- 
ski lining the frame. 









: Given mecontroveraal nature of this proposed action and the high degree 
■ f" visibility" aid public interest, I feel uiatforpuiposesof public disclosure, a 
copyof the Congressional lettet 1-itedl } 1 i It the Honorable 

Donald' '■ Winter.. Secretary of the Navy should be included in the comment 

:>nof the revised EE/OA. Any re ent letters noting con em by legislators 
should also be included in tiie revised EE/CA. 






; I have noticed that for several comments regarding the historic importance 
■ i the Hangar, the Xa\y has provided the following response, "The Navy is 
working dosdy with the Office of Historic Preservation, the Advisory Council 

ii Historic Reservation and other interested parties to properly integrate 
consideration of cultural resource issues 111 the planum; f am 1 implementation of 
thedeanupaction. ,, While this is a tine statement, I fed that it fails to represent 
my position and that of my office in the endeavor that Hangar One should be 
preserved on a basis of its unique place in aviation history and that the Hangar 

s as the centerpiece for the Sunnyvale Historic District. While the Navy has 
completed, oris in the process of completing various mitigation measures, those 

ures still fall short of compensating for the adverse effects to Hangar One 
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I and the State of California would strongly encourage the 
Navy, NASA, andomerpartiestofindameansof preseiving a unique 
component of American history which transcends internationally. Hangart Ine, 

the 1933 dirigible hangar constructed at Mbffett Field for purposes of h 'Using 
the USS Macon, a component of tiieNa^"'s lighter- th.ai-.ar'prtxii^n is 
individually listed on tire National Regrsteraswell as a contributor to the historic 
district at Mbffett Field. In me early 195C6, Hangar One was named a Naval 
Historical Monument Unless or until updated National Register rromi nation 
forms for Hangar One and the US Naval Air Station Sunnyvale, California - 
Historic District have been submitted to the Keeper of the National Register for a 
determination, it is unknown as to whether or not the Hangar will retain 
sufficient 'historic integrity as it relates to the seven qualities of feeling, 
association, workmanship, mateirals, setting, location .and design for the Hangar 
to remain a nationally listed property or for the continuation of the Historic 
District 
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5S1Q HaiigarOne is the subject 


f a CERCLA action for Hie removal of PCBs, 


5S.10! The selected removal action (Alternative 


10) is a source 














































steel in place for use or improvement by the cunt 








operator or a future property owner. 
































^'^^"^a™ 




S^ I S^pi I S 9ar0liebe 


demolished, the historic district will be lost 




Tlie preservation of tiiis niagnifice 


it structure is of national importance and 


Additionally, see response to 5S.2. 




















panels. 








Milfoid Wayne Donaldson, FAIA 
















1416 9 th Street, Rm 1442 








Sacramento, CA 94296 
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t September 16, 2008 






CanTKntfiS: Since the current response action for Haii:r,u 1 is bang conducted 
under removal authority, the enclose:! comments aie limited to general comments 
targeted at me protectiveness of the selected removal action and how the selected 
removal action will tie into a long-term final remedy at Site 29. 



65.1: Lead and ai>estos as hazardous mataials 7 






Soil in all the unpaved a 



as adjacent to the Hii i< far 1 ; 



SS.1: The selected removal action (Alternative 10) is a source 
removal action for the contaminant of concern, TCBs, on both the 
exterior and interior of Hangar 1. Asbestos and lead are regulated 
materials that will be property managed, abated, or disposed of in 

accordance wi th applicable regulations during the course of the 
removal action. 
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• Any portions of die former structure that are left in place, including die 


Prior to 1994, stormwater had been conveyed in the former 














6S.3 Airy ^^9*1** g°^^^ by ^^^jf * ctio " mus ^ be ^d"**** 1 by me 


backfilled to grade with clear, imported soil. 






regulatory agencies, die Navy must evaluate the following: 


^^'^^^ZTq^^t 


• Remedial actions necessary to address any resi dual Si re* 29 contamination 


not included in the scope of this removal action; and 


If the selected removal alternative allows waste to be left in place, evaluation of 


milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). A Synthetic Precipitation 


Institutional ContirjlstD prevent exposure tDresia'ual contamination. As apart of the 




restrictions on future use, the RI/FS will also have to assess the need forvapor 




intrusion mitigation measures related to Site 28, WATS area, contamination beneath 




the Hangar f ootpri nt. 


There are no indications from the previous investigations. 


6S.4 Concrete is a porous surface underTSCA (40 C.F.R. §761.3). The EE/CA 


























contaminants from the hangar. There are no indications mat 


5761.60(b)(8)). Also, Hie EE/CA only mentions one core sample result for PCBs for 


contaminants have migrated through the concrete, and therefore no 




reason to suspect that they may he present in the soil below the 




concrete. 
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^sz^^^^^t^^^z^^^^ 




6S.S The EE/CA states that Hangar 1 COCs have not contaminated groundwater at 
Site 29. However, this data was not include 1 in the EE/CA report. Hease revise the 
report to include the groundwater data. Also, the EE/CA makes statements, as on 
page 3- 7, that the WATS treatment system will treat any pollutants from Hangar 1. 
This statement is ino iro t. The WA IS system is not designed to treat PCBs, lead, or 
asbestos. Thus the Navy should remove that assertion from the EE/CA. 


Lt£H to 3SH^SSE^r 


6S.& Although groundwater'! ontami natron from Site 29 COCs, pending review of 
the data, does not appear to be an issue at this site, there is evidence to suggest that 

the groundwater beneath Hangar 1 is contaminated with v< Jatile organic compounds 
{V OCs) . Tire EPA expects this VOC contamination to be addressed as part of the 
Xavy's responsibilities for Site 28, WATS area. 
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6S.7: The structural analysis is available m the Administrative 
Record and at the Information Repository. The complete 
Administrative Record f. >r tins site is located at 1220 Pacific 
Highway, San Diego, California, and is maintained by Ms. Diane 
Silva, 619-532-3676, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest The hit mi ti nRt il is locate:! at the Mountain 
View Public Library, 585 Franklin Street, Mountain View, CA 
94041, telephone number: 65a903-6337. 



6S^eIn ret- 



6S.& Potential safety issues relate! to lure! nesting in the hangar 
frame will be addressed in the remedial design work follouinarlir, 
Act' '!! Memorandum. 



6S.9S Boundary between Sites 25 and 29 I 



6S.10: Comment noted. 



1: BAAQMD Recj^ F 



; in place to prevent tin r pmi.i of t 



6S.11: Since dust contn ii will i >e s] iecrfic to the means and 
lnethoclsid.aineltVirconstn.icti'animijleinentation, any work pirns 
developed for the removal action will specify the nature and type 
of dust o ntrDl measures. 
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regulation should be identified as an ARAR. 




above, theEE/CA explains that this removal action will not address institutional 
controls that may be necessary at the conclusion of the action, but rather that such 
controls may be addressed in a future document. Where there will be any waste left 
in place, institutional controls will be required at this Site, alth' ugh they nay be 
established in a followton action. 


6S.13: Comment noted. 




6S.14; WMeNfoffettFiddisafederalarfiddunderNASA 
control ard the FAA does not havejurisdiction over its operations, 
NASA 1 las previously stated to the Navy that it follows FAA 
regulations. The FAA has an Obstruction Evaluation Service 

(OESi that provides for arfield.S' verwhichithasjurisdiction 
evaluations and determinations of whether obstructions pose a 
threat to safe flight operations. OES has also issued an Advisory 
Circular 7Cy7460-lK, effective 2/1/07, covering obstruction 
marking aid lighting. While painting the haigaiveitan colors is 
one form of obstruction marking, the Advisory Circular details 
two other forms of marking involving medium or lugh intensity 
flashing uhlte obstun tion lights m prefei"ence to painting a 
structure different col' i* aid patterns. Hangar 1 currently has a 
flashing beacon. rTiisbeao3nnotoriyrnarkstheobstiuction,but 
also serves as ai aid to pilots by telling tiiem there is an airfield 
present aid the type, of airfield. The Xavy's i Jamed action will 
leave this beacon in place. Since the Hangar 1 structure and 
beacon are being left intact, additional requirements are not 
anticipated. 
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65.15: Correction noted. 



Written on: September 12, 1 



: We support Hie Xavy's proposal b 



7S.1: Although rhescopeofttieNavy'sCERr;L-Vr-'!;i' vai 
action was not expanded to incorporate requirements for 
building improvements or code compliance in support of future 

reuse, the Xavy lias not ignorwl hi stone preservation 
requirements. Implementation of theselectedaltemativewill 

leave die hangar i n -h s at- ■: ■ ndin^ si ,-ukI iuii n t preclude 
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iinplementoti' not" future restoration measures by the National 
Aeronai itics and Space Administration (NASA), Hie federal 
facility operator of the former NAS Moffett Field, or others 
interested in potential reuseof thehangar. The Navy believes 
the set of historic mitigation measures selected in the Action 
Memorandum adequately reflect consideration of the need to 
preserve and protect the hangar as a cultural resource while 
addressing the need to respond to the release of contaminants 
Li* an the structure. 


7S2 Backnround 

Built in 1932 to house U.S. Xa\y dirigibles. Hangar One is one of tiie largest 
ieiii;.Hiiiiii(|pui]x«e-l>uiltlMi(|i.Hi^in the nation aid a well-recognized landmark in 
Silicon Valley, Notable for its colossal Streamline Modeme f< urn. Hangar One is 
also recognized as- a pi< nieenng site in Silicon Valley's history of contnl nitii >ns ft i 
aviation, space travel, aid technology research aid development. It is individually 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Haces and ai aichoiing contributing 
resource to the Shenandoah Plaza Historic District 

The Navy proposed to demolish Hangar One pursuant to a non-time critical removal 
action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) in May 2006. The Navy then perceived full demolition as 
the only cost-feasible solution to remediate PCB contami nation in the Hangar's 
siding. That proposal generated widespread opposition. 
The threat of destruction of this priceless resource led the National Trust to list 
Hangar One as one of Amenta's ii. Most Encla igered Historic Places in 2O08. 


7S2: Comment noted. 


7S.3 Interests of the National Trust .aid the California Preservation Foundation 


7S3: Comment noted. 
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7S.4: A. Alternative 10 Contains an Inaccurate and Incomplete Estimate of Costs. 
Several costs associated with the Navy's proposal to leave Hangar One's frame 
exposed have been neglected in the Navy's analysis. The stn u true is visually 
prominent because of its siding, doors, and windows. With these features removed 
there are very serious safety hazards and potential liabilities that the Navy will pass 
oNASA, its current owner. NASA has provided no guarantees that it will be able 
store the structure once the Navy's removal action is complete. 









7S.& 1. Air Traffic Hazard: Leaving the hangar's exposed fram 



7S3: WliileMoffettFiddisafederalairfieldunderNASA 

control aid theFAA does not havejuriwln:tion over its 
operations, NASA has previously stated to the Navy that it 
follows FAA regulations. The FA A has an < 'bstmttion 
Evaluation Service (OES) which provides for airfidi Is over 
\ vhich it lias j urisdn: Hon evahtati ons and determinati ons of 
whether > distinctions pose a tiireafc to safe flight operatioi is. < '. 'ES 
has also issued an Advisory Circular X^7460-1K, effective 
../1/ir", ■:-i.;vc-i ii).;[':il;-':.l 'iii'.ti!.it n miai.iq -iii'i li- jjiii r n; [. Wlii l^ 
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become a roosting or nesting site for avi 


inlife. MoffettF 






required to address potential nsks to pilo 


ts at the nearby 



pa nun;! die haiga certancoloisisonefonn > if obstruction 
marking, rtieAchisory Circular details two other forms of 
marking involving medium or high intensity flashing white 
obstruction lights in preference to painting a structure different 
colors and patterns. Hangar 1 currently lias a flashing beacon. 
This beacon not only marks the obstruction, but also serves as an 
aid to pilots by telling then thae is an airfield present and the 
type of airfield. The Navy's planned action will leave this 
beacon m place. Since the Han< far J. structure aid lieacon are 
being left intact, additional requirements are not anticipated. 



7S.(f< 2. Seismic Vulnerability: Hangar One was originally constructed tomeet 
1932buildingcodes.SiiKethathmemoivstni [entbuil ' n ii ^ iuirements have been 
imposed. A m lie thorough analysis is needed as to whether the removal of siding 
will make Hangar One even more vulnerable to seismic activity. If so, this 
alternative may result in additional costs for added bracing and measures to prevent 
buckling of the stEel frameduringaseismicevent 



7S.<>: , 












linApijeiidi 



Costs of Appropriate TistDiic Mtigation : The Navy h 



7S.7: Almough the Navy's selected removal action results mai 
acivei^e effei t to the hangar and the historic district, we believe 
the set of historic mitigation measures selected m the Action 
Memorandum adequately reflect consideration of the need to 
preserve and protect the hangar as a cultural resource while 
addressing the need to respond to the release of o 
from the structure. The Navy's historic mitigatioi 
include creating and submitting a Level 1 Historic American 
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taZT 


Iter reconstruction effort, have not been included among feasible 


En; rmeenng Record documentation packet, recording oial 
liistories of individuals who worked in the hangar during 






different eras, creating a virtual Hangar 1 interactive compact 






disk, inventorying and cataloguing the Hangar 1 collections 






contained in tire Mof felt Field Museum, preserving Hangar l's 






mai-CRHnes, aid coating die steel frane with a protective 






coating similar in < olor to die l"i<=ait:ji^i v s former contaminated 
siding. In addition, the removal of the siding without 
demolishing the infiastructure leaves the hangar structural steel 
in j ilai e f >ruse 01 improvement by NASA, die anient federil 
facility operator, or a future property owner. 


ir^"? 


=^ESS==^ 


7&ft Comment noted. 


























Hangar One" 


s unique architectural style on Hie frame that remains. 




7S.& C. Tl 


e Community Supports Full Restoration of Hangar One 


7S.& Comment noted. 


Tliere is strong community support for restoration. It is the community' s interest to 






S w'^COTleteto^ratarToTttoN S "me^'^ir^rthfi 




SSEI 


2£E£S^J— £££££££■ 
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i it a 'birdcage' . "' Since the Navy can provide no certainty that the hangarwill 
be restored, Alternative 10 does not satisfy the community's concerns. 



L: 1. CompliancewithNHPA 
TheXHPA recji 1 t it e into account" the impact of the proposed 

remediation work on the Shenandoah Haza Historic District (16 U.S.C. 470(f)). 
Substantively, this requires that inquires the \avy to first avoid and minimize harm 

n historic resource. Only when this is infeasible should cataloging and 
documentation measures be used to mitigate harm. The Hist, ilk I >i strict has i een 
defined as the Area of Potential Effect for this action. The removal of Hangar One' s 
siding 1 1 1 in linh-nui as acknowledged 1:^ die Navy, would have an 

adverse effect on the District The Navy's 1 in iposed mitigation, however, 
barely makes up for this impact and would put the District in imminent risk of losing 
s National Register status. 






7S.12: Four of tire Navy's mitigation measures merely catalogue the resource's 
importance to Unite 1 St. ttes lush iy. These efforts, while laudable, would have no 
measurable impact on minimizing barn to the integrity of the District The 
ii Jin 1 1 11 -an never be truly represented by photographs and 

pictures. Preservation of the hangar' s man-cranes would be done at no additional 
expense. In fact, these cranes would only be preserved as a mat 
they would be used to enable the proposed remediation work. 



forworker protection. They are being preserved for possible 
donation to the Moff ett Field Museum. 
Furthermore, the Navy believes the set of historic mitigation 
measures selected in the Action Memorandum adequately 
reflects consideration of the need to \ 'reserve and protect the 
haigarasaailtui 1 1 1 1 - m i^i__i_^ 
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respond to the release of contaminants from the structure. 


7S.J3: The only mitigation that purports to reduce the dramatic visual effect 
associated with the proposal would be to (1) match or replacing Hangar 1 exterior 

features with actings or materials similar m oolor and appearance to the original 
hangar; and (2) coat the exposed steel frame with a protective <: oating similar in 
color to the foimer siding. The purpose of these efforts, however, is unclear. As 
acknowledged in the EEA ,A Alternative 10 is "not a permanent solution." (EB'CA at 
5-5). It is unrealistic to assume that ( < doling the name of astnictnre could undo even 
part of the visual impact that would occur by removing its siding. Moreover, since 
theoriginal frame was never colore i irj,ii>;-^vhecpiestion of whether such action 
would conform with the Secretary' s Standards. Clearly delineating the oolor types 
and color boundaries would be much more useful when the Navy has a plan in place 
to fully restore the structure. 




7S.14 2.ConpliancewimmeSecretary'sStandard 

It remains unclear how the Navy intends to satisfy the Secretary' s Standards. These 

standards coverthe Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Reconstruction of 

Hist' 'ric Structures. There is no indication that the Navy intends to do anything 
which complies with these Standards at Hangar One. Therefore, specific standards 
thatwill beuulized need to be addressed. Wedo expect, however, that HATE 
documentation will be conducted by qualified histonc preseivation professionals and 
thatan Historic Structures Report will be prepared. 


7S.14; The Navy substantively complied with the NHPA for 
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^^r^^rrro™ 






SSSSSSE^r^" 


7S.15: Conclusion 


§gT 


7S.15e ThesdeztHialtFaTiativeleavesniehangarstructuralsted 
inpla eforusecM improvement by NASA, the current federal 
facility operator, or a future property owner. 


TSEESSr^^™ 


'Z=Z» 
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Received <n September9, 2006 






ConiriEiTt 8S: 



Authorize the Mayor to send a letter of comment to the United States Navy 
regarding the Hangar 1 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis Revision 1 report. 

There is no fiscal impact directly associated with approval of the recommendation. 



The United States Navy released the Han; f.ar i Ei i; h: leeiing Evaluation/Cost 
Analysis (EE/CA) Revision 1 iB|xiit for pu]:Jicconmient.-:)n July 30, 2008. This 
EE/CA revises the eariier EE/CA released by the Navy in May 200& The purpose 
of the EE/CA is to establish clean-up goals, analyze and compare clean-up 
alternatives and their costs, and identify the Navy's preferred alternative. The 
] ml die comment pen< id on the EE/CA aids September 13, 2008 and the Navy 
anticipates issuing its final decision-making dccumait concerning the hangai bv 
sometime during Fall 2006. 

Hangar 1 is contaminate:! wi lii poly chlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), lead and 
asbestos in its exterior siding and PCBs and lead in the paint on the interior 
stnrchirdstEd.Ina^igriifiC'ait^liaigefiDuithefii^tEE/CA. which recommended 
demolition of the hangar, the Navy's prefeired alternative is to remove and dispose 
■ i thehaig;.Hi n 'si:' 'iit.aminate:! siclmg aid encapsulate the contaminated paint on the 
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structural steel fraiuewoik with art epoxy <:oatiiig 4 leaving the framework and floor 
of the hangar in place. The EE/OA states tliat this alternative best meets the criteria 
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) aid the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Rallution Contingency 
Plai (XCP) liecause it, among other reasons: 

• "Imposes, mini! i lal restm It ins on future use of die site and provides a frame 
that coiil d be used for future development, " (EE/CA, p. 6-l| 
Attachment 1 is an excerpt from the EE/CA that further describes die 
recommended alternative, which is estimated to cost approximately $26 million. 




8S4 Current Citv Position 


8S.4 8S.S The Navy ' s primary responsibility in. ■ ■ l l ■ h l c ting the 
deanup action is to reduce risks to human health and the 
ei ivin >i :! ! lent associated with the release or potential release of 
hazardous substances present in the construction materials of 
Hangar 1. Structural or 1. mil ding improvements necessary for 
code compliance or a change in reuse is beyond the scope of the 
Navy' s cleanup action. The selected alternative leaves the haigar 
structural steel in place for use or improvement by NASA, die 
current federal facility operator, or a future property owner. 


In October 2005, the City Council adopted the following position statement; 

"Federal funding foi Hnngarl's remediation should not ]>e limited to 
removing the s- mice > if ( ontami nation ] nit should also be made avail aide for 
any reconstmction of the hangar necessary to make it habitable and code- 
compliant so it can be used for a future public use " 


SSSSESSSs^S, 


8S.& Comment noted. 
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ssssssisssss 




8S.7: TheEE/CAestimatesthatresidingthehangarworMcc^appr^ 

$14.9 million (EE/CA, p. 5-6). The EE/CA does not estimate the cost of additional 

code-compliance following residing. 

Historic Mitigation Measures 


The selected alternative j**"Jjtte hangar strucltoalsteel ln P lace 


Staff leconiniends the foil' ^viiKf comments f 'iGoun< il approve regarding the 
Hanyar 1 Enyineenn<:| Eval nation/Cost Analysis Revrsi on 1 report: 

1. Reiterate the City's current position that the Navy clean up AND restore 
the hangar with replacement of siding as historic mitigation and 

bringing the hangar into code- compliance. 


8&a 2. Request thattheNavy provide specific deteUs bdiind the EE/CA's$14.9 

million cost estimate for residing the hangar. 


^r^^^R^o^s^^x 
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f^T^' '""^""p™""^-"^-' 


8S.96 3. Encourage tiie Navy, inmeeventmey chcosenottosdertiBplacementof 

siding as historic mihgah' n ornottobimy the hangar into code- compliance, to 
worko 'opeiatively vvith X4.SA during the Remedial Design and Implementation 
phases of tie project to accommodate project efficiencies mat might be achieved 
for X4SA' s efforts to evaluate, make decisions and implement residing of the 
hangar and cede upgrades. For example, then? may 7 be significant cost savings if 
scaffolding or other construction equipment can be shared between siding removal 
and siding replacement, as well as for electrical or mechanical code upgrades. 




8S.1Q 4. Request that the Xavy assess in greater detail any potential negative 
effects of the structural framework being left open to the elements, such as, but not 
limited to, bird nesting and potential safety impacts for aircraft safety, potential 
deterioration to the hangar's floor and potential corrosion of any mechanical 
members related to the hangar's doors. 


EHFSli u ^S=£^?° to 


8S.11: 5. RequestthatmeNavycommittotestingmerecoatingof the structural 
steel more frequently than every five years to ensure containment of the PCBs. 


l^^^^l^ ^S^S^Say 10 
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8S.12: Thomarios was awarded a portion of the Akron Airriock 

mteriorClearing and Coating Project. Their appraa:h wins to 
remediate the PCB dust by vacuuming the sted structure as well 
as catwalks and other interior items aid then coating the steel to 
encapsulate the PCBs in the paint Thomanos did not perform 
any work on the extericrcf the Akron Airdock. Navy 
representatives visited the Akron hangar several times and 
corresponded regularly with the Lockheed remediation group. 
The approach in Akron was considered during the EE/CA 
process. TheNavyspentn»rethan2yearsevduatingthel3 
exterior alternatives and 4 interior alternatives dunny the EE/CA 
process. Fourof thedtemativesformeexteriorwerecoating 
alternatives that received a complete evaluation in the EE/CA. 
Two additional coatings were briefly investigated based on public 
corrrments.butwQedelemiinednottobefeasible Thecoating 
alternatives were all evaluated with the assistance of the actual 
coating manufacture's representatives and coating applicant >n 
professionals. They were evaluated for life span, adherence, .and 
col oi" options. All of the alternatives for the interior used different 
coatings. The Navy plans to pressure wash the structural sted 
prior to coating and c apture the runoff t ■ ensure dl of the dust is 
removed. The Xavy believes tins combined approach is the best 
remediation solution for Hangar 1. 
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111 a regular quarterly meeting between NASA Ames and Hie Cih 


es of Sunnyvale 








































b^^dStaSfafato^t^i^iS^^NA&^s 


^on SUnnyVale ' 




Attachment 4 is a letter sent to the City Council on August 14, 2 


ratomthe 




community-based Save Hangar One Committee (SHOC) that rai 


















S^fi7tf^StS 


Q^af further 










coordination and cooperation with NASA Ames. 






8S.14i CONCLUSION 




8S.14 Comment noted. 


Although Hie Navy" s recommended alternative to remediate Han 


gar 1 and leave the 








































interested in the restoration and future reuse of Hangar 1. 
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Fi~ Brian Turner 


Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting 


Affiliation/AgEncy: Attorney witii the western office of National T^ust for Historic 




C«nTKnt9S: My name a Brian Turner. I'm an attorney with the western office of 
the National Trust for Historic Preservation on ! ehalf 1 ;i : whom I speak tonight. The 
National Trust is a private nonprofit membership organization dedicated to saving 
historic places and revi tali zing America's communities. We have more than 
293,000 members nationwide and more than 30,000 members in California 
Hangar 1 is an irreplaceable resource. It has unique architectural significance and 
is widely known for its contributions to the nation's military and aviation history. 
It is individually eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and anchoring 
contributing resource to theMoffett Held historic district. The National Trust has 
helped focus national attention on the current threats to Hangar 1. Thisyearwe 
listed the structure as one of America's 11 most endangered places. Nothing to 
celebrate, I suppose, but we have been hugely impressed with the degree of 
community support f< >r the han< |.ir The n< >mmati< >n stemmed largely because of 
the Navy's first E&'OA which rB:oinniended the hangar's complete demolition. 
We thank the Navy for reconsidering its original decision in the revised EE/CA 
now ui ii ler \ n iblic review, but the Navy's proposed alternative differs little from its 
first recommendation. With its siding and interiors stripped, tlie slow deterioration 
of Hangar 1 is virtually inevitable 




9S.1: We fear that a frame stain in* i .done will 1 ie vulnerable to seismic activity, 
useless to the public and prospective tenants, and rendered extremely costly to 
rehabilitate We hope that adaptive reuse remains the end goal. The EE/CA at page 
5.5 concludes that no alternative is a permanent solution that will leave the hangar 
in place. The proposed action strongly discourages this. 


SSSSES^S- 
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S2^2SS^^S^C^C of 


9S.2 The Navy's proposal presents a classic chicken- or- the- egg dilemma, 
claiming tiiat l'eh.-fd :ii 1 1 tati ( : ;n 1 s. i 1 1 ij xjs.'E.i 1 : J e "\ \i tl it : :a it t^zten lal financial support but 
leaving a mere structural skeleton where it will be impossible to generate that 
support. 




9S3: The ridi heritage of the United States and the region, as well as the public, 

deserve more creative thinking. For instance, one plausible way to generate 
revenue for the cleanup is to retain the siding and use it for advertising space. This 
would be an implicit benefit of Alternative 6 and is i tot i fisa issed in the Navy's 
analysis. 


SLr^,^^r„'ss^s^™ das * 


9S.4: Additionally, we take issue with the Navy's conclusion that Alternative 10 
complies with all the ARARs aid in particular the National Historic Preservation 

Act The proposed mitigation is insignifn ant in light of the in potential 

impacts to the resource. An HPA [an NHPA] requires the Navy to first avoid and 
minimize hann to a historic resource. Only when these efforts are truly impossible 
should cataloguing and documentation measures be used to mitigate harm. Lastly, 
we'd like to point out that the draft EE/CA on tire Navy's Web site provides one 
link for a 20-megabyte document It's extremely difficult for the public to access. 
We ask that you encourage public review by segmenting the document into a 
management format As your \ ireservation partner, we look forwarci to working 
with you to ensure that Hangar 1 is ultimately protective so future generations will 
have the benefit of understanding its place in local and national history. Thank 


lllllllllll? 1 
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the Navy's eval 


lalion of altemato 


ves under CERCLA. 
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A was segment** 


into chapters an 


d re- posted on the 
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ehsiteasrecomii 
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Received on: August 26, 2008 


Fran: Peter Strauss 


Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting 


Affiliation/Agaicy: Technical Advisor for the Center of Public Environmental 
Oversight, Member of the RAB 




Conrnent 105: I'm Peter Stiauss. I ain a resident of San Francisco. I'ma 




10S.1: Ifs always puzzle 1 me that the Xavy has not embraced the idea of creating 
a monument to its past and leaving the community with something for the future. 


^4^ S M%to^ilr!iS!!l ^ tormdrea,, ° 


1CS.2 Xow, if you aid I don't think, ['anem you recall, 'cause you 1 

think you were not here about process when in 2004 the Navy submitted a 

work plan for a remedial investigation and feasibility study. After much 
discussion and almost adjudicatu >n with EPA, die Xavy came back and said they 
will prepare an EE/CA, but die Xavy promised tliat it will 1 e a robust EE/CA. If I 
had the foresight then when this was promised, I would have asked the Navy to be 
more specific. Unfortunately, I did not. E5i.it I will tell you that this is not what I 
envisioned as the primary decision- making document for Efengar 1. 


EFVCA represent the fullest and best set of options to address Hie 


1053: There are important details left out, some of which have already been 
talked about. These include the structure analysis, the adverse effects assessment, 
and very spec particular of the cost estimate, I have 30 seconds. Then I — 


es^^^eese™^ 
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Silva, 619-532-3676, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest The Information Repository is located at the Mountain 
View Public Library, 585 Franklin Street, Mountain View, CA 
94041, telephone numben 650-903-6337. 
The cost estimates prepared and provided in the EFVCA Fi ir eacl 1 
alternative are of sufficient detail for a valid comparative cost 
analysis of alternatives. 



Written co August 26, 2008 


Received on: August 26, 2008 


From: Kevin Woodhouse 


Subnitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting 


ASiliaticuVAgeoiy: : - '. lity of > i luntain View Assistant to the City Manager and 
Staff Representative to the Moffett Restoration Advisory Board 




i~^iM^Mir 


Response IIS: The manner in which the Navy will conduct the 
cleanup action will notpredudeimplementation of future 
restoration measure* i >v XASA, tire federal facility operator of the 
fom r felt 1 r 1 interested in potential reuse 

■ 1 the hangar. The cleanup aotiomvill leave the Hangar 1 frame 
standing tu allow for improvements and fuhrre reuse. The Navy's 
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Written on: September 16, 2003 


Received on: September 16, 2008 


Front Elizabeth Wells 


Submitted Via: Letter submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 


AffiliatiorVAgaTcy: Water Board 




Comment 12S I reviewed the July 30, 2038, Engineering Evaluation/Cost 
Analysis, Revision 1 (EE/CA). My comments are presented below. 
General Conments 

12S.1: 1. 1 concur that the five removal action alternatives (2, 4, 6, 10, and 11) 

retained by the Navy for tlie(: , oinp.. L aati\"eaiaJysi^ meet tiieeffB::trveness criteria 
As such, each of these alternatives would be protective of human and ecological 
health, water quality, and the environment if n i ipl en rented, monitored, and 
maintained as descril^ed in me EE/CA. Four of the alternatives (2, 4, 6, and 10) 

require on-going monitoring aid ma ntenaice for the life of the structure so that 
chemicals remairring in place are properly encapsulated. One alternative (11) 
'■' inpletely rem ves the structure (i.e., demolition) aid the chemicals of concern. 




Y2S2i 2. Clarify how the Xavy will incorporate the < ommunity's concerns, as 
voiced at the August 26, 2003, public ineeting and September 11, 2003, Restoration 
Advisory Board meeting, into its removal action selection derision. The EE/CA 
states that community" acceptance is one of the criteria used to evaluate 
impl en irritability of removal ii nt* voiced by ihepubli 
these meetings suggest the community d< ies in >t si ipport the Navy's recommended 
alternative (Alternative 10), which includes removing the siding aid coating the 
structural sted frame. 


H?ifElHll=lf 
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12S3: 3. Leadandasbestosai^diaTiicals'i^ (.iirciiiiii.-iii'litiontDPCBs. All 
three chariicals ai"e present in building materials at elevated concaitrations that 
o ■ul.: 1 ] i. se unacceptable risks to human and ecological health, water quality, and 
the environment. 






hmi!jliP< 



e left in vUce. per USEPA a 



12SL4: 4. Clarify to what Installation Restoration (IR) site (2~ ■ ■v2'Ji the storm 
drains belong. Fuitl ier, exj >lan i ! n >w ti le si onn < lrai i systen i ( ; aping, catch basins, 
and trench around the hangar) and ami .uiidiiig media (soil aid groundwater) will 
be included in the mvesh< fati' mi an 1 remediation process for its assigned IR site. 
The stonn drains aiB the conduit thn iu< |h which contaminated sediment was 
liansi « rted from Site 29 (Hangar 1) to Site 25. To date, no investigation of the 
storm drain sy.ste < rater lias been conducted. 

Contaminated sediment could migrate into the subsurface from stonn i train t atdi 
basins and piping. 

paved when Hie structure was constructed 1 . Building materials and paint containing 
PCBs and metals could have been deposited onto the ground surface during 



12&4 12S.5, 12S& 
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action. The entire Lindbergh Avenue storm drain channel was 
backfilled to grade with clean, imported soil. 
Concrete floor si ab sampling conducted to date indicates that the 
hangar- related FCBs aid lead contamination are limited to the 
surface and near-surface of the floor slab. The core sample results 
indicate that the concentration of lead (from any source) within 
the interior of the concrete floor slab ranges from 4.4 to 5.0 
milligrams perkilogram(mg/kg). Synthetic Precipitation 
Leaching Procedures (SFLP) leaching tests performed on this 
concrete was non-detect for lead. APCBresultforadifferent 
1 unple was reported at 0.0919 microgram (pg)/quantity 

Aroclor 1268. There Hren i rom the previous 

investigations, available historical records, orvisible staining that 
liquid PCB spills on: urred in thehaigar. By itself, tire presence 
of FCB- containing dust that, may have been deposited on the 
concrete fh x a ■ t H | 1 L 1 1 t -1 -t . 1 11 1 1 

Groundwater beneath the hangar and sump water samples 
indicated that tire groundwater had not been impacted by 

from the hangar. There are no indications that 
have migrated through the concrete, and therefore 

suspect that they may be present in the soil below- the 



Additii nally, normal construction practices and pictures taken 
during construction of theh.Hiiga indicate that the foundation and 
floorwereconstructedpriortobuildingthehangar. Therefore, 
debris would not be present under the slab. 
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porous surface under TSCA 2 . According to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
761, porous surface "means any surface that allows PCBs to penetrate or pass into 
itself including, but not limited to, pant or coating on metal; corroded metal; 
til in ius glass or glass wool; unglazed ceramics; ceramics with a porous glaze; 
1 ■« in ius ] luilding stone such as sandstone, travertine, limestone, or coral rock; low- 
density plastics such as styrofoam and low-density polyethylene; coated (varnished 
or painted) or uncoated wood; concrete or cement; plaster; plasterboard; wallboard; 
rubber; fiberboard; chipboard; asphalt; ortarpaper."By this definition, the paint on 
the structural steel is a porous surface and the steel is not 

12S.& 2. Sections 2.2 and 22 i and Table 2-1: Additional concrete core sampling 
must be 1 ■ nductad as part of tiier^rcwal action to evduate the concentrations of 
PCBs in the concrete. The concrete floor is a porous surface under TSCA (see 
definition above). The wipe sampling conducted and collection of one concrete 
sample for approximately 348,000 square 1- 1 1 i 11 t 4 i is not 

sufficient to determine if the concrete floor is contaminated. 
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12^9= Section 3.2: Tlie removal action objective is to prevent migration of all 


12S.9: Although PCBs are me regulatory driver for this removal 




action, asbestos .and lead are also present in interior and exterior 




Hangar 1 building materials. Building materials containing 




asbestos and lead that are in good condition and not subj ect to 




disturbance may generally be left in place per USEPA and 




Department of Defense policy. However, in the course of 




addressing thePCB contamination at Hariui.ii' I : it will be 




necessary to take into account health and safety issues associated 




with handling and > llangi uV i mi ma i ' nt nin 




asbestos and lead and to comply with requirements for proper 




management, abatement, or disposal of asbestos and lead as 




hazardous materials. 


12S.10: 4. Section 3.5.4.1: Correct the discussion regarding the TCLP andTTLC 3 . 


12S.1Q, 12S.1L 12S.12 12S.13: Comment noted. 


The TCLP is an analytical method; results arecompared to a toxicity characteristic 




to determine if a material is a hazardous waste or is non-hazardous under RCRA*. 




The TTLC is a concentration limit to which total concentration of a specific 




chemical is compared to determine if awaste is a hazardous waste or is non- 




hazardous under California regulations. Testing by the TCLP is not tied to the 




TTLC as described in the text. 




5. Section 3.5.4.2: 




13S.11: a. State Resolutions 92-49 and 68-16: I concur that the State disagrees 








for this removal action, as state:! in the last paragraph on page 3-17. 




12S.12: b. Water Code Section 13304(a): I disagree with Hie Navy's assessment 




















12S.i::-t <:. Water i «leSe:tion i'.:'3 ~.l(c); Because the remoy.al a Hon i.loes ii'.:tt 
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"lie! 






12S.14: 6. Section 4.5: The analysis of the effectiveness of each alternative n 

address all three chemicals of concern, n r Bs. It' the i-di m, :■;■■■ ddi ■-> 

lead and aslw-^t i i i F' Bs, state that at the begun im i • * 



12S15: 7. Section 4.7.3: Clarify how the interior coating (on frame and siding) 
will be monitored and maintained if (and when) internal construction is conducted. 
Specifically, describe how the coating will be inspected and maintained if access to 
> [i i me is limited. 






12S.16: 8. Section 5.1.1: Because me structural analysisdetailsarenotpreser 

in the text, include a copy of therepoiti l- 1 i I =. ai appendix tc 

EE/CA. 

If you have any questions, you can contact me via phone at (510) £22-2440 1 r 

mail at ewd ls(5>waterboards.ca gov . 






12S.1& The structural analysis (Exdtech- 08) i lablei 

Administrative Record and at the Information Repository. The 
complete Administrative Record for this site is located at 1220 
Racific Highway, San Diego, California, aid is mantained by Ms. 
Diane Silva, 619-532-3676, Naval Facilities Engineering 

i " Southwest The Information Repository is located a 
s [n'h Library, 585 Franklin Street, MDuntein 

View, CA 94041. Telephone Number 650-903-6337 
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Written a* October 6. 2008 


Received on: October 6, 2003 


F™, Cha,™johnL.N,.„, 


Submitted Via: Letter submitted to Mr.I kmald C. Winter, 
Secretary of the Navy 


AUMWAoa, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 




Backcfound 

Pursuant to CERCLA, the Navy is proposing aNon-TimeOiihcal Removal Action 
at Hangar 1. The siding on Hangar 1 is commercially known as Robeitson 
Protected Metal and contains polychlorinated bi phenyls (PCBs), the regulatoiy 
drivET for this clean up action, and asbestos. The siding is believed to be a source of 
contamination in the Moffett stormwater settling basin. 
Asbestos and lead are also present in interior and exterior Hangar 1 building 
materials. In its Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), dated July 20C6, 
ill-- X ivy considers several removal alternatives to achieve its CERCLA 
iespoiiM]:dity andieconrmends me preferred removal action alternative as 
Alternative 10, removing the panels containing the hazardous substances and 
coating the exposed surfaces of the structure. This removal action wouli 1 iro ! i u le 
the demolition of interior rooms within the hangar, removal of the comrgated metal 
siding and roof material from the hangar, and application of an epoxy coating on 
the remaining steel frame. 
Hangar 1 is individually eh; ril :■!-■ for listing on the National Register of Historic 


and touch- ups every 5 years and a recoatiiig every lOyears 
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Places ( NRHP) under Criterion A for its association with a significant episode in 


response action will help ensure its long-term s 


mvival and will 




not preclude implementation of future restorati 


























































Colonial Revival design. 






CERCL A removal actions must comply to the extent practicable wiih the 






applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of certain other environmental 






laws. Because of the historic property located at this CERCLA site, one of the 












Under CERCLA, the applicable requirements of the NHPA include those that are 






aoMsbltiv^ thm th ° Se POl1iOI1S ^ dle '^ ^ ^ PmCedllral ° r 






The ACHP fiist became involved in consultation on this undertaking in July 2006, 


















the hangar) on the historic property. The Navy subsequently changed its preferred 






the EE/CA (dated May 2006 and internal working draft dated September 2007) and 












Historic Preservation (SHPO), and other parties. 






To conclude the consultation process, the Navy requested the final comments of the 






ACHP on their proposed CERCLA action. In response to our request the Navy 
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Hangar 1 is an important historic resource due to its use and association with a 
significant episode in the development of naval aviation prior to World War LI, and 

its iriirhitectucFil (feign as an example of enriy twentieth century military planning, 
-•Ik [meet i m j. aid constmction in tlie Streamline Modeme style. According to the 
NRHP Registration Form (1994; sec. 7, pg. 5} for the United States Naval Air 
Station Sunnyvale, (California- Historic District, Hangai"! "l^. without ques.ti on the 
most significant building lx)tiian:.liite:tui:ilb." aid historically" of the other 
buildings at Moffett Field, "one of the major buildings of Noithaii California, aid 
lias been recognized as an Engineering Landmark by the American Society of Civil 
Engineers." The NRHP Registration Fomi (1994; sec. 8) also notes that Hangar 1 
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Hangar 1, as evidenced by letters to you dated June 16, 2006 and September 17, 
2008. We recognize the Navy's responsibilities to address the contamination of 
Hangar - 1. Under CERGLA, the Navy is obligated to remediate Hangar 1 to protect 
human health and the environment We fully sup] ©it the Navy's woik to do so; 
however, we also emphasize the suitability of Hangar" 1 for a wide variety of 
potential reuses. We commaid the Navy for reconsidering its oiiginal proposed 
removal action of demolition .and off-srte disposal of the hangar, and for its work to 
analyze multiple options to a hi eve its aivironmaital remediation resp< msil ulihes. 
We understand NASA has begun to gather information toward identifying an 
appropriate reuse of the building. In addition, XAS.A is seeking irrjji.it fn 'in the local 
community on ideas for potential future uses of Hangar" 1 aid has expressed its 
commitment to seeking private partners to collaborate and assist in the restoration 
effort 

The overarching goal of this effort among the federal agencies is to remediate the 
environmental contamination and retumaviable and relevant use to Hangar 1. 
Wimouta specific commitment to re-skin the ban; far, should the Navy elect to 
move forward with its preferred Alternative MO, the remaining exposed frame will 
no longer be considered a building. Exposed to the elements, this frame will surely 
begin to deteriorate aid eventually become unsi lital Je foi rei ise. Wi Hi Hie passage 
of time, we fear that demolition will be the likely outcome. 
Reoonmendatioiis 
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control" are managed and maintained in a way mat considers the preservation of 
























































to hangar in accordance with the Section 110 of the NHPA and Executive Order 




We are encouraged by the work the Navy has done dms far to establish productive 




























the Navy could coordinate the timing of its undertaking with NASA and ensure , 




the rmS"tlZ a *i nr^ot°WoSiiL ongoing monHoring offte 












We commend die Navy for undertaking Level 1 Historic American Engineer 




Record documentation We also sii] ., wit the Naw s proposed development of oral 





histories, virtual Hangar 1 interactive 01), aid theinventoiy-catdogueof the 
Haiga" 1 collections i outlined m theMoffett Field Museum. We strongly 
encourage the Navy to engage local communities both in the creation of these 
products as well as in their distribution. By establishing a working relationship with 
the local school districts, for instance, the Navy can ensure the incoiporation of this 
valuable information and history in school curricula 

We urge the Navy , h- wever, to focus its hme aid efforts to mitigate the adverse 
effects of its preferred removal action alternative on an enhanced collaboration 
with NASA to ensure the long-term survival and reuse of this historic property. 
Combining furtlvi n in i i lientationeffoitswithreuse 
discussions would add efficiency to this process. These efforts would api 'i' -\ mately 
resolve the adverse effects to the historic district 

In accordance wi tli Sf : <ti^:ii 106, you must take into account these comments of the 
ACHP. In accordance with Section 110(1) of the NHPA and the Section 106 
implementing regulations, this responsibility cannot be delegated. A similar letter 
(copy aiclosedi will be sent to XASA Administrator Mdiael Griffin, forwarding 





The Action Memorandum documents the Navy's decision to undertake a non-time-critical removal action (NTCRA) for Installation Restoration 

(IR) Site 29 at former Naval Air Station (XAS ) > 1 >ffett Fid (1 irr Moffett Fidd, California The removal action was devdoped in accordance with the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, and is o nsi stent with the requirements at 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations (C.F.R) Part 300. Before tire Action Memorandum was devdoped, 13 alternatives were evaluated in ar Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Ai i;4> "ms ( EE/CA) , aid Alternative 10 was recommended to address the potential threat posed by the release of polychlonnated 
hi phenyls i'P' : T>s) i)i"esent m theconsuuction materials of the hangar. Alternative 10, the sdected NTCRA, is removal of the Hangar 1 siding ;inl 
application of a coating to the surfaces of the hangars structural steel frame. 

The Navy issued the FrnalEE/CA on July 30, 2008, folli a \edbya 45-i hv public comment period ending September 13, 2006. Apublii meeting 
was hdd on August 26, 2008, where the Navy received public comments. During the comment period and * the public meeting, ilieXavy received 
comments from more than 130 members of the puhtic,regdatoryagendes, and lcx^ and nationd government agendes. Comments on the EE/CA and the 
Navy' s responses are summarized bdow. Many of the comments expressedthec^monthatren»valof the lHangarlsidng and application of a coating to 
the surfaces of the hangar's structural sted frame were not acceptable. Several comments expressed concerns about the cultural resource value of the 
hangar; noting the liistonc nature of mehaiga'aidtiieadjacmthrstoric district, aid called for the \ayy toiBstorethehaigarbyieplacrng tl leading 
material. Several connrrarte questioned the Xavy's estimate of removal action costs or suggested alternative technologies for the removal action or 
proposals for the future reuse of the hangar. 

TheXavy spirillary responsibilityinconductii i I 1 r T _, iMiravalactionistorBducerislffitDhumanhealthandtheenvironmentassodated 
with the release or potential releaseof hazardous substances present in theconstruction materials of Hangar 1. The Navy's selected alternative complies 
with the requirements of CERCLA, theSuperfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act; the National Contingency Plan at 40 O.F.K; the Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program at 10 United States Code Section 2^01, etseq; and Executive Order 12580. The EE/CA provides a comprehensive 
evaluation of many alternatives to "minimize" effete on Harrga - 1 and best meets the removal action objectives and all regulatory criteria taking into 
act' 'Uiitiniplementability, effectiveness, and cost. 

The lust ni': i nitigatii in measures proposed in the EE/CA and sdected in the Action Memorandum adequately reflect consideration of the nee 1 1 
preserve and protect the hangar as a cultiiral resource whil^^ The 
removal action maintains the frame of Hangar 1 and reflects the ■: >ri< final 1 langar's relationship to the other contributing structures within the Hstoric 
Distil' t. Maintenance' i the fiame, ah 'iigvcith the other re onimencle.l hist rio mitigation, ensures the liistonc district will contrnuetoiepiesenttlie 
hangar's original purpose and visual scalewliileprotecting human healtlr and the environment 
The cost estimates piesented m the EE/CA are based on standard commercial bidding practices., aid were developed by subcontractor-; aid 



vendors whose bids, were premised on performing the actual woik. The preparation of the estimates included: 

• Detailed estimates for each alternative that liiclui led input from experienced engineers, construction manager*., aid sul .contra: tors 

• Estimate components used across various alternatives that have identical components of scoping 
This approach helped ensure that the cost estimate for each alternative evaluated was accurate in accordance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) guidance. Summaries of the cost estimates and assumptions are inclui la I in A] ipendix C of the Final EE/CA. 

The Navy evaluated lu alternatives that addressed die hangar's exterior components and four dtemativesthatspetifically addressed me intmor. 
The Navy's evaluation was consistent with USEPA guidelines for developing an engineering evaluation and cost analysis for a removal action and 
extended cwertwoyears to allow" for a full evaluation' J: removal options, their effectiveness, aid their costs, and adequate consideration of regulatory, 
stakeholder, and community input The alternatives analyzed in the EE ;, < A represent die best potential range of options to address the o 



The manna" in winch the Navy will conduct die environmental response action will not preclude implementation of future re 
by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the federal facility < >perab >r of ti le former NAS Moffett Field, or others interested it 
potential reuse of die hangar. NASA hasbegiuigadiaingiirfomiationtow^Tilsidaitifyingaimisefordiehaiga'aidisseelaiKjixiitiiere to assist in : 
The Navy is working with NASA to better coordinate our cleanup actions with NASA's reuse efforts. 
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CominmtlG: This 
Management Office. 


s a letter from Hie '■ "\\y of Sua inyvale. It's addressed to Kimberiy 

And it's SK|UBll:y the Honorable AntliC'iiv (Tonvi Sputalen, Mav 


Kesler," Director, Department of Navy BRAC Program 

rof Sunnwale. Letter reads as follows: < 'n behalf of the Oitv of 



Sui nil vale, I'd like to commend the Xavy aid NASA for the public release of the En<:|ineenng Evaluahoiv'Ot i ; .,t- Analysis of hangar One structure at 
Moffett Federal Airfield m Sunnyvale aid exjaess oui^api:m:iation for the opp. 'itunity to provide o 'liimentsiegailmg me EE/CA report. 
The EE/CA report identified and evaluated a total of 13 removal action alternatives. As you know, the Navy — preferred alternative, as presented in the 
EE/CA, is Alternative 10, "Remove siding and coat exposed surfaces," which will involve demolition of interior rooms with [sic] the hangar, removal of 
the corrugated metal siding and the roof material from the ha k jar, and application of a protective coating on the remaining steel structure. 
The City of Sunnyvale commends NASA aid the Navy for its release of the EE/CA . . . 

These comments on Al temative U I, ten love the siding and coat exposed surfaces: The City supports the report's Removal Action objective to control the 
mitigation of contaminants from hangar One to theenvironn lentti in: >ughsouiceelnniiiatic >n or contanrnent as an aoceptaUealtEniative, The alternative 
will arguably eliminate the risk to humai heal ill, nsk to humai health aid ilie environment 

The City does have some concern that Alternative 10 falls short in its explanation of issues such as control and proposed effectiveness of the alternatives 
within the scope of the removal action. Specifically, the Removal Action Objective presents no action plan for addressing other significant contaminants 
of concern. The City does not agree that, by using the criteria of implementability and effectiveness and cost, a detailed evaluation is achieved. 
The City is also concerned that these alternatives do [sic] not address the interior contaminants of the Hangar and seems to ignore contaminants as 
regulatory drivers. 

The City als' ■ urges that— the Navy to consider feedback from the community legavlmg acceptances rejection of alternatives. 
The City of Sunnyvale supports the use of federal funds to clean and restore underline "restore" Hangar One so that it is habitable and code- 
compliant (Legislative Advocacy Position 7.3EA29). Therefore, the City would not support any alternative which would result m me renin a of the 
Hangar. 

Thank you foryour consideration of our position. Hease do not hesitate to contact me, the mayor, ■ : my h itert \< >vemmental Relations Officer; Yvette 
Ai rredani t. Thank you. 
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have its say in pi' ercii isi f the Bay \iea IwanttotiianktiieSaveHanciai'OnevoiiuiteastliathdjjeckjettiiewDidoiit. But most of all, I want to 

thank all the community members that ate here tonight and prepared to speak, and I oongtatulate you for youniiY.lvH neat. Twoy'eatsago tiiecommunity 
gathered in a similar meeting to tdl the Navy that Hangar lis too valuable to demolish, and the Navy listened. Today I call on Ms community to stay 
engaged and insist that the Navy preserve not just the skeleton of Hangar 1, but the aitire useful stiiictiire that has been left to us by the Base Realignment 
and CI osure (BRAC) process. How many here bdi eve that the Hangar 1 must be preserved vA\haus£Aesidn? (AtterxJeesi-uise their hands.) 

hangar? (Attendees raise tfiar hands.) The Navy has argued to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation of the California Office of Historic 
Preservation that leaving Hangar 1 a skeleton is an adequate way to preserve its unique irreplaceable historical significance. I find that, an pin lenti vh oily 
unconvnn my, and I call on those authorities to tdl the Navy in no uncertain terms that a skeleton is not enough. The California Office of Historic 
Preservation is tiiere to preserve icons like this one, and I believe that they should insist. T "ndei the BRAC process, Moffett Field was transferred to 
XASA Ames Research Center in 1994. The Xavy believes that hansfer relieves them of their •■ >bli< [ati on i n k lei' ti le BRA' .'- 1. > return Moffett's assets to the 
i ommunity for reuse. Tliey insist that all they have ten '■ > is clean it up. I disagree. The Navy transferred a usable working hangar to Ames, and I call on 
XASA to ( lei nan 1 m no uncertain terms that the Navy spend the money 7 necessary to keep Hangar 1 a working, useful building. I grew up in the Bay 
Area and have lived here off and on all of my life, I wondered at Hangar 1, marveled at Hangar 1, explored Hangar 1, and loved Hangar 1 from up close 
..and from budges and hilltops far a\ ray. I ( an't imagine a Bay Aim without a Hangar 1. I call on the Navy to honor its duty t ■ our community andrt 
Hangar 1 to us in a usable, beautiful, duii.4l.il e condition. Thank you. 



Received on: August 26, 'J 



rt JanisMoore SubrattedVia: Oral commentatpublicmeeting 

Conniait3G: IVe submitted a written comment, but I'll just go ahead and add a little bit to that I ani a second gaiaation Valley resident, and I 
rememberwhenthevalleywasall orchards and a beautiful place to raise a family. Mygrandfatherwasafiiendof the then base commander and was — 
— got to go up in the Macon when itwas based here. My family's had an apricot ordiard near Evelyn Avenue, and I remember well, actually, it was 
before my time; but one year, because we were unable to get pickers, we had sailors that came out and picked oui fruit which led to some very 
interesting stories. I still recall some of those stories. My family had a lot of different interactions with the Moffett Fi el< ! in various capacities. And in 
short, it was a valued member of our community and a part our lives. Over the years, the valley lias changed s> 'much, aid the saddest tinny of all to me 
s how many of our historic resources have disappeared. Almost all of my favorite historic landmarks are gone, with the exception of a few structures 
here and there and most outstanding of which are the hangars at Moffett Field. I appreciate the Navy holding this meeting tonight to hear from the public 



about its pi ail. However, removing the siding aid leaving behind a skeleton is not acceptable This is betlEr than the previous plan to totally demolish the 
liistoric structure;, but I think the Navy needs to do more to preserve aid rehabilitate this landmark structure. Ifs one of Mountain View's biggest 
landmarks aid is a wonderful example of early twentieth century technology. And I — aid as a national landmarit— digible stricture in district or part of 
a district, it should definitely be preserved. So, please, do preserve Hangar 1 in a usable capacity, and do not just remove the siding, exposing the 
skeleton to elements subject to further decay. To me that sounds like the first step on the road to demolition bj neglect I would also like to point out that 
if t I i \< 11 i to move a four-story hotel some200feetinoniertopieserveahistoriclandmaikinSanJoseIf San 

Jose can afford $20 million, I think the federal government and the Navy can certainly .afford to fully rehabilitate Haigarl. Thank you. 
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runoff every year and beanng the results property should be very expensive. Th 


ere are pollutants all around us. They are inescapable. Butthatdoesn't 



mean that they will affect us. Iboughtacordlessdrill atOrchardSupplyHardwarelastweekend. When I opened the package, therewasatagthatsaid, 
"This product contains chemicals known to the State of California to cause cancer and birth defects and other reproductive ham." To me, this sounds mor 
ominous man the FtB briefing on Hangar 1. I'm going to use the dull. Such warnings are on most buildings we enter every day, butwe accept the risk 
because we believe them to be minimal. I believe Hangar 1 is a minimal risk. So lets be realistic about the areas of pollution we spend our precious tax 
dollarson. Andmeoiilyonesthatareminimalshouldliaveawaniingsignonall the entrances. Caseclosed. 
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To the Navy, I see the difference: Just as me Emperor had no dothea the Hangar with ait its siding is \( '1 a building "uith a future use. Please do m 

think that I cannot see the difference betaveen a hangar WITH siding and a positive future and a hangar WITHOUT siding left to decay and decline. 

JaneHorton 

350 N.Whisman Road 

Mou ntain View, CA 94043 
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CotiiTKiit9G: I'm Jim Lund. I'maii aviation hist' 'in.Hii ..=aicl awcsrld traveler. I'll read you my little three-minute blurb here. Let's thank this forum for 
inviting me to speak. During my talk, a few questions might arise, and I will try to answer any questions after the talk. I would not be here now if the 
Navy and NASA, as custodians of Hangar 1, had done tire right tinny to begin with. In July of 1994 when the Navy pulled out and transfared the 
custodianship of Hangar 1 toXASA, a responsible action would have been, hey, Hangar - 1 is an historic landmark, a unique building, a tangible art 
effect an artifact of one of the most romantic pem » Is > >f civilization. XASA < loes not need a warehouse. NASA does not need an old relic to look after. 
It is an agent for the future. The thing to do would be to make arrangements for the State or National Parte Service to donate Hangar land the land it sits 
on. Since Hangar 1 and the land it sits on already belong to the government, no taxpayer money is spent. As a state or national monument, Hangar 1 
would be inaintained and operated by a crew of iM^ers and open to me public just like me rest of the monuments. ThefactthatHangarlisintheBay 
Area, one of the nation's most touristic locations, there would be lots of national and international visitors who would pay admission and fees to help 
defermecostsandevenmakeapioi.it. Ever hear of a Zeppelin festival? Thatwoddattractyoung and old from an mind the world. The value of such a 
huge magnificent cath edial- like e:lifice\\ith such afas< mating hist 'iy\\ill ontinue to grow with each of the passing years. However, I'm sorry to say 
that no effort has been made in this direction. Instead, itwas left to molder away while the Navy figured out a way to get rid of it NASA and the EPA 



to the rescue. They found Hangar 1 to contain toxic substances. The fact is thatneaiy eveiydiuKi made by niai contains toxic substances. Where did 
these toxins come from? Thevery earth that we live on. Man has lived with these toxins throughout its entire existence. With high technology comes 
liiglily sensitive sniffing and wiping devices that can detect the tiniest presence of aiy pen .eivecl toxin. With these devices, it is possible to test the very 
home you live in and find toxic chemicals levels of radon gas, formaldehyde, lead, and maeury. The auft unobile.. which contains lead, acid, asbestos, 
toxic fluid, and gases, is allowed to be sold and operated by the million wifli only a warning label attached to the driver's side window. Why aren't you 
evicted from your house and your car hauled off to a toxic dump? There would be a revolution. Hangar lis an orphan with only the weak and the meek 
to defend it. Given the latest sobriquet of toxic garage, every time it rains, toxics leach off, polluting the bay. The truth is that none of this has been 
proven. The feared PCB Aroclor 1268 has been found lately to be mildest PCBs. No effort has been made to study the soil around the hangar for the 
presence of PBCs [sic] left at die building site when the Robertson corrugated metal siding was cut to fit and thousands of holes were dulled in the 
mounting. Nonetheless, a visit to Hangar 1 is far less harmful to your healtii than a sunny afternoon on the beach. Now, yet the Navy made the decision 
to optfor Alternative 11, "Demolishandremovehangar," hawed he strength of I T I i l ; eport. The report found that 

Robertson corrugated metal siding dull ontam these PCBs. But there was no report on the soil around the building because the Navy did not request it 
I find it difficult to forgive the Navy for taking such a rash and irresponsible action before all the facts were in. I could only hope that sanity will prevail 
ml I I. hi u I .'.ill I. \»i*j i\- ,1 \n liiiiin in' i '-Itut- li.niin ■ J il> nl. 

Now I ask, where is California State Pak Service director Ruth Coleman? Are you here? No Ruth Coleman, okay. Where's the National Park Service 
director Mary Bomar? Aie you here? I will say that the national tiiM for historic preservation aid their dire: tor, Richard M e, did bring attention to 
the great importance of Hangar 1 and that it must be rescued from the ignorance that would call for its destruction. Where is Senator Boxei? Are you 
aroiuidhere? NoBoxer. How about Feinstein? Where's Feinstein? Sheherei? I hope to hear from you. Where; are Congress? Where's Anna Eshoo? 
Is she here':' I want to hear from you. And how about Honda? Is he here? I have written to you repeated tunes over the past flnee years, and I have yet 
to receive a reply from any of you. Not one word. One last sentence. Will any responsible politician listen aid respond? Thank you very much. 
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motherweie alive today, die would be 85 years old. Just after World War II was declared, my motherwent to work as a mechanic in assembly and 

repair on the L ships and the K ships. That work was done inside Hangar 1. This was the onlv.j' )]■ outside the 1 name my mom ever held. The money she 
made from this work helped to pay the mortgage on ha - parents' cherry ranch on Homestead Road. This wartimejob was a lifelong source of pnde for 
my mother. When I was a child, each time oui family drove past M ffett Field, my mom would proudly remind (is that she had worked inside Hangar 
1 Year^laterwhenldrovemy own children past the hangar, I. too, would preiudh point ;.hih:I say "Y' urgraidrraworked as a mechanic on the blimps 
inside that big hangar during World War II." Mi 'in died 15yeaisago. Hei n ashes have been tossed on the wind. For our family. Hangar 1 stands as a 
piece of our mother's history, areminderof heryouth and her life. It stands for us as a memorial. And each time we pass by now with my mother's nine 
greatgrandchildren, me fourth generation, we point and say, ' Your great grandmother worked inside that big hangar during Wi irldWarlL" For that 
xii.-ill moment, as! yazewirhnn yiandchildren atHaigar 1, the young Franae- Anell' dives again. I am sine that my nr mis but one' i th 'Usandsof 
people witli prideful histories attached to the hangar. My family and I appeal totheXavy, the EPA, ;«:1 the Water Board to preserve and restore in full 
this amazing structure as a monument to all the people who have lived their lives- for generations in the vast shadow of Hangar 1. Thank you. 
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Its better than demolition, but we couldn't fly 


nsdeofitth 


at way. The wind wo ul 


d go right through the open s 


iructure. Hangar 1 has the potential 



again to be an indoor flying site of national and international importance. I ask that the Navy restore the building to a condition thatwill permit 

o:aitimie:luse:asaworld-(:bHssateforiii(lo(:>r.aeiDiiitxMing. I'm submitting copies of the E-mails from other* K I) manbers who were unable to attend 
tonight's meeting, explaining the importance of aeromodeling and encouraging young people to take an interest in aeronautical careers, as many of them 

did. Eircour"^ingsrichintei"estsisiiiip(:>it.iiitt(:M;)urfuti.irenati<:)n..al seairiiyaid e onomic success. Thank you. 
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Conmart 12G: My name is Bob Hobbs, and I'm part of the Save Hangar One 


Committee; and I, too, am very happy that the Navy has not decided in 










































































protect a steel structure out m the outside environment So I'm not quite sure vA 


rat the Navy's done or is proposing on the coating; but I just thought that. 



- maybe they should consider these reports. Thank you. 
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Fram Jim Van Pemis Submitted Via: Oral 

ConmEiTt 16G: I'm Jim Van Pemis, a resident of Sunnyvale and a member of the Save Hangar One Committee. I was not aware of the new information 
about Alternative 4. But based on what I had read in the EE/CAthat I received on a CD, basically I came here to personally support Alternative 6 if — 

— aid only if mepreix^eclfal^ricaiclosrtrecciveringsohitionisdeaiiechiottobevial^leorfeasibla I believe that the recurring cost for covering 

the hangar as opposed to the Navy's Hangar lEE/CA's recommended Alternative 10 overtheli ng tarn will be a more cost-effective solution and help 
better protect the hangar's interior support structure from environmental degradation and also hdp ensure the viability of the hatigar n i' r future community 
reuse. Perhaps some of the approximately $9 million from the hangar EE/CA estimated cost of Alternative J i >r Al temative 6, as opposed to 
Alternative 10, could be reduced if the optional Level I documentation and other hist ric mitigati' ji activities were minimized or eliminated as 
necessary, given that tire hangar itself is left standing and that the Moffett Field Historical Society already has adequate historical information about the 
hangar and about thefadlity and tire history of it Also, if thecostesumateon Table 5.2 Notes 3 and 4 on the CD I received, they appear inconsistent. 
with the alternatives. Kindly consider revrsing these n tes to make tliem more < leai" If Alternative 6 rs accepted, why rs Hie S3, 370,000 needed for other" 
histoii' mitigation? That's really not clear. Thankyou. 
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From: JackNadeau Submitted Via: Oral c 



ConTnent 17G: I'm Jack Nadeau from San Jose. My dad told me stories alx>ut how he'd be woikmg m the raids of the railroad and the Macon would 
fly overhead on itsway to Moffett. And when my brotherwas five, my dad took him to watch a docking of theMacon. This kind of made me think 
about the history of aviation to the point where I was able to use that experience of the Macon and the hangar as a springboard j ust like today if it were a 

museum. Countless children would be able to feel the awesome size aid the structure and .all the wonderful things about Hangar 1 that . When the 

Navy suggested or recommended that it be demolished, I could not believe that the Navy would be so callous as to remove this chapter of aviation 
history just like that, like it meant nothing. I could not believe that And mats what I said at that omer meeting thatwe had. So in 1982, 1 was in 
Wasliington, D.C. I happened t 1 h n L ureM eurn. And at die time, I was thinking, pec>i:Jeiii theESay Area have to travel ; 

long way to see that museum. And the thought actually on Hired tcmiethatHangaMwoiddbeawcindaful place for a Smidisonian West asuspace 
museum. Andwifhall thepeoilei E -, > lat would be interested. I'msureitwoulcl pay itself. I'm jsosirive it would pay for itsdf. I became a 

life member of the Moffett Field History Museum around 1992. We used to have banquets in the museum in the hangar. Thafs when the museum was 
actually part of the hangar itself. And so what I'd like to see personally is the linking of i I i 1 i t i nuth i -in Vrospace. I can 

picture ladio-controlle:! blimps flying around the hangariust like the Macon, -ill lands of artifacts, just like the Smithsonian m D.G. It would l>ea 
wonderful place because the hangar itself is pure history. So thank you very much. Navy, for reconsidering; and at least the frame is going to be saved, 
but it can't just be left alone as a frame like countless other people have said here today. There has to be a covering following the removal of the siding 
down, down, one, two. You cannot leave the frame alone and standing thatway. Thank you very much. 
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of thespeadized operational detaclrment that was on thewEsl side I guess from a, you know, little historic perspective onosagan is tiratparticulariy 
during the 198Cte is the height of Hie Cold War is that we had the duty Soviet. Yankee ballistic missile submarine sitting a thousand miles off the coast, 
okay. So when I first joined an operational squadron, three days a week I would fly out there to do constructive lulls, take ttiemoiit,simiilated in case 
we needed to do it in actuality, okay. So as a bit of a perhaps monument or tribute to that kind of contribution to us winning the Cold War, you know, 

I'm particulariy interested in having this hangar preserved in and closer to the current state. It really disappoints me to think about relegating the 

hangar to a picked-over Thanksgiving turkey carcass. Thats the idea that I take from that And to think of taking it from an icon to an eyesore is just 
really insulting. Thankyou. 
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it Larry Shapiro Submitted Via: ( 

iatiorVAgaicy: Public member 









than the cost of an ■ ■!(! Flo tighter. I'd love to see the cost of all theXavy folks' salaries, expenses since we started dancing to this polka I guess we 
have a good down payment towarcis breathing life back into this beauty. Hangar 1 has been part of my life since I was wearing three-cornered pants and 
was sunounded by beautiful orchards full of oranges, cherries, strawberries, and other good things we now ship in from other places because of poor 
plaining. But still, life was good. Even now I drive by Hangar 1 almost daily or at least fly by it on final to Palo Alto Airport Force of habit has ine 
greet the hangar every time I pass there, as I did this evening. Tearing down Hangar 1 ord' ing a Rube Goldberg fix will be another example of poor 
planning. I've always thought a few signs at both ends of the sides of the hangar as "Enter at your. 'Wiirisk" would have sufficed as a fix. That's what I 
did in uiv mother's kitchen. Hease, no disrespect intended to those of you who don't dirve earn, eat only oigank foods, ormarriedtoavegan. Lifers full 
of choices. We all have to make our own choices, And based on the quality there, I would have dwsen not to go to Beijing. I would have, however, 
chosen to have acompany picnic in Hangarl I know if you waited to find nasty stuff in other places, we could sure fin I it We need to be taken 
seriously. Hangarl must live and prosper. Clean it as you will. It must look the same and, hopefully, feel the same as it did the last time I walked 
around it One of our presidential candidates has been saying tfs time for change. Lets change our thoughts, our mind sets, and direction. Give us back 
Hangarl. Thankyou. 
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Fran: Jeff Segall 


Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting 




AfflliatiorVAgaTcy: Save Hangar One Committee 


CornnentaOG: I'm Jeff Segall. I'm a resident of Mour 


tain View, a member of Save Hangar One; andl am not Lenny Siegel, nor ami 


JackSiegel. I'd 


















immunity. So 
























closely with the 




















inciude$14910milUonforotberhistDncmitigation. W 


e were provided no details on what this would entail. We need more infoiman 


n tefore the 



ccmnunity can make an itifomied decision on this. The National Trust for H stone Preservation already noted that the ARARs include historic 
mitigation. The Navy's position is that making aCD and interviewing some people rsliistoiri: mitigation. Who is. to decide that? Certainly, the 
community is tellmy you here tonight that that is not adequate historic mitigation. I would just close by noting that Hangar lis a marveJ of twentieth 
century technology in me SoudiBaj r 's most l^ojnizi.JJela'idniiHik It was a huge asset to our' ommunityin the 19?0i. a n.l with tiienght choices i tec- 
be again. Please give us back the hangar in usable condition. Thank you. 
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From: John Pastier 


Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting 


AfflliatiorVA^aTcy: Public member 


ConiTKnt2lG: I'm John Pastier. I thank you for the three minutes this afternoon. 


San Jose City Council only gave me two and cut me off in mid 






























































States. I'm willing to give you a nickel and ask you to keep Hie change. Thankyou 
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: Billtfough Submitted Via C 



iaiioiVAgency: Riblic member 
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From Larry Ellis 




Submitted Via Oral comment 


it public meeting 


Affiliatlon'AgaTcy: Public memter 


CtMiiTKiit 23G: Just real quick show of hauik whoi 


(i the audience here lives l 


i the South Bar? ( u,'n»iv,-ru, ; '-', 1 '!- 


rharts.) Okay. Sooneofthe 



things I think that one theme thats been going on and on and on is: The hangar has a piece of our own social consciousness. Its been part of our 
history, and there's some reasons why thats been part of our liistory. Take a look at some of the photos from the 1930s of the valley, and you see two 
things in the valley. You see me Agnews campus and you see the hangar. Gu i ks. That's ti t those two structures. 

What happens next? TheMacon comes here. The< lhzeiisduiing the Great. Depressi on took money out of their pockets to buy the property mat the 
Navy usedforthebliinpandforthatstructure. Whathappens? The Macon goes away . But what happens next? TheNavy takestheirlargestaviation 
squadron for die West Coast and locates it on the base. ItjustsohappensifyougotorEller, Ihe filler Museum, y< <u realize that at the same time, 
StenfonI was devdoping wocxiai props for the Xavv for advaicingXavy technology. Guess what, folks. That's another beginning of Silicon Valley 
because thafs the impetus or the incubus that causes all the companies to start to surround themselves around that hangar. There's no surprise that 
Lockheed was locate:! in Sunnyvale. There's no surprise that HP was doing instrumentation for the space program. There's no surprise that Silicon 
Valley was given birth out of that particular spot, folks. So take a moment aid think about your history and think about what is happening here, and 
realize that we need to tell our kids about it One last comment My dad told me about his experience. He's still alive. But as a child, he saw that 8— 
L/2— a:re airship cj' 'OverhisheadmSanFranasi o at "(X) feet Imagine the feeling in youi heaitas a child. So I think its pretty, pretty important torn 
from a lot of reasons. So I'd like to see the Xavy step up and realize its part of their history too. 
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Firm Rocky Caringello 


Subnitted Via: Oral comrm 
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reeling 


ASiliatiorVAgaTcy: Public member 


Conment 2K: My names Rocky Can 


rrgello. I m a former engineering director of Public Works Department NA 


SMoffettEr 


Id. I'd like to ask the 
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II will be applied to the structure? Thank you. 
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From: Pri a Graves 




Submitted Via: Oral comment at public meen 


°g 


ASiliatiorVAgaTcy: Public member 


CamiHit 25G: My name is Pria Graves. I live in P 


aloAlto. I'mheretoad 


i my voice to those requesting that the Navy take the ex 


m step and protect 
















i every airplane 
































best So we need to protect it Thankyou. 
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Submitted Via: i iral 






Comment 26G: I am Godfrey Bamgariner. My presence in Mountain View predates the hangar by four years. WeVe all heard about our tight money 
problems. We know why. Still, fixing the hangar aid keeping it, preserving it, is a drop in the bucket When you stop to think that in Silicon Valley 
there's CEOs that walk away with $15 million when a company is losing money, seems like we should be able to hit up some of these people around here 
i n Ihe rii h Silicon Valley that when the Navy puts their money in there and fixes it, pieserves it, thatwe can i^se funds to make thata air museum and a 
radio and dectroni< s museum for Silicon Valley. 
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Submitted Via: Oral a 
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Afflliaticn/AgaTcy: Public member 


CanmEnt27G: I'm sitting he 
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raise was Biev 
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acta, study of whatw„do„ 


3 at Akron. 


andnottag 


neans 


anytUn, 


, unless you're 


compaiing, 


withwhatw 


as done 


successful,. 


tAkron. Thank 



Writbei cm August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 

Frcm James Lincoln Submtted Via: Oral 

Conmerit28G: Try to make this as brief as possible. But some of you people want to thank (he Navy. Well, I'm not going to thank the Navy. The 

- n ni il t Hangarl, but theywashed their hands of Moffett Held. And this goes back to the CNO. I've already wrote him back 

East. You can tell him to stick it where the sun don't shine. I'm upset Re.ilSyupset AndXASA'sthesametliing. Eversincethey took that plot of 
land called Moffett Freld over, they found pollution from one end of it to the other. Yet they've never done any environmental studies, sent out anything 
to say, Ffey, maybe you should go see a doctor. Especially ■ >ver in the housing, they found that that housing that they" have condemned now, I know 7 
several families that have raised their kids since they were knee high to a grasshopper, and now we find toxins? I dont think ifs adding up, and I think 



the real gist of all this between NASA and the politicians is: It comes clown, people, it's a land grab. You get nd of the Hangar 1; you're going to go to 
Hangars 2 and 3; and you're going toputcondosinsc some rich son of a pup can park his airplane. Thats exactly what it's about And some of you 
mai that served, like tiie captain ova n there and others that were in command, I'll tell you what. When I checked into my first YP in 1971, YP-46, if 
you've ever seen the movie K- 19, well, the air crewmen there had standing orders that when vie found a submarine, if it was to do something out of the 
ordinary, those P-3 crews were to crash into it That hangar is a tribute to every man, woman, and person that either was in uniform or that worked on 
that hangar or supported it And this is a sham, and you ought to be ashamed of yourself. 
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Frcm: Raymond Reck 






Subnitted Via: Oral comment 


t public r 


eethrg 


Affiliatic*V.Ag3Tcy: President of Pacific Warbirds 


Coranent29G: Well, al 


ter that I'm sure you wouldn't re 


member anything I sa. 


My name is Raymond Reck, and In 


presiden 


of Pacific Warbuds. 
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ed and restored and put in its original c 














aviatois, niy fellow naval personnel, the people that live 


n this area, those of us 


who belreve ur avration in all of rts fo 


ma to rest 


»re the hangar. Thank 


you very much. 













Submittal Ym f. 



iatiotVAgaicy: President and Founder of Humani tan an Air Logistics 






Written on: August 26, 2008 




Reoeived< 


«: August 26, 2008 | 


From: Cari Honaker 




SubnittedVia: Oral comment at public meeting 


Afflliation/AgaTcy: Public member 


Ccranent31G: Many of youknowme. I'm Cari Honaker. 


11^°L 


all the people that are in 


Tliey realized that they nude a Lag mistake. But now 



should be ashamed. Matter of fact, if I was still in uniform, I'd older you to go Ijack to me drawing board ;and try this again. Y. .".obviously don't get it 
This building is more than a shell, more than a monolith, more than an icon. It is a visual anchor f or not only fi^' thousands of men and women who 
passed through me g.afrt, > ■■' : Moffett Field over the last ~~0 years, butt" 01 .■ inilii' nis of people in ihe South Bay who treat this building with reverence and 
passion. And those Bay Area ivsi il i I ilu * neta this past needs to be preserved. AiidtheNavy'sresponsibility,nomatterhowyou 

slice it, is to fix this. You guys could be heroes instead of . . .whatever. So do it right Go back to the drawing board. Come back with a solution. I 
don't care if its a new metal skin. I don't care if its a vinyl skin. I don'l nana what it is, whether it's coating. Great idea, Bol). I love that piece about 
whats going on back in Akron, (jet it right .and i.l ut ri< |ht ..and walk away proud. Thank you. 



Written en: August 26, 2008 
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Frcm: KurtBohan 


Subnitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting 


ASiliatiorVAgaTcy: Public member 


ConinEnt 32G: I aniKuitEiohan. I live now in Mil pitas. In '97 I lived in 


Alameda, and I witnesse 


d a very deja vu event from this whats happening 
































court The judge sided 






































battle. ButithastodDwithwhatmessageweseiidandwhatliistDrywetel 


them we remember. Ai 


id I guess I don't have too much more to say. Thank 
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Fran: Michael Malrinen Subnitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting 


AfHliaticaVAgErcy City oi Palo Alto's Historic Commission and former H storic 






Preservation Officer at Moffett Held 






Conrnent33G: 


s^r^u^ 


^"aU^Uft 


a^w^Lin 










people want On 
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oration of the lwiuj-u i u*t d skeletal frame that seeing to end m destiu. Hon. Thank vou. 
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SubnittedVia: Oral commen 


atpubli 


meeting 




Affiliation/Acj3Tcy: Public member 


Comment 313: My name is Patrick Willi 


5£ 


ES^Ssr^™^' 


otjoiiiS 


HE 


d fly, but I was 



Written on August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008 

From ClydeMiller SubnittedVia: Oral comment at publn meeting 

Conrnent35G: I'm a over 20-year resident of Mountain View an 1 still am, I'm impressed with what was said about the legacy and howmany people 

have this has meaning for, and this is our legacy, as one of our recent speakers said. I want to call your attention, I came to the previous open 

meeting here some years ago and learned from two speakers here, who didnt know each other, that each of them had flown on a modem airship made by 

the sane compare m the same place in Germany that are one third the size of the dirigibles. Ariel they had said mat .they were flying out of thereevery 

day, and they had been each of them had flown on this airship as a crew of two, one third tire size of tire original. The passengers are either 12 or 

13. I got on the Internet and found that such a tiring happened. They fly over the Italian Alps. They have half- h air flights daily, several planes, and 
they have hour flights-; and they said: "Would you like to took a flight? We can't take you tins week." Ami they were ready to take me and give me 
either a half-hour or an hour flight back whenever we had that previous meeting. And since then IVe learned that they sold one of those dirigibles to 

somebody in Yokohama who flies every day for Mount towards Mount Fuji. I didn't contact them, but I had planned to fly to Germany, but IVe 

learned now that there's a' ■ uj Jem Los Gatoswho have a dirigible, one of the same dirigibles they're plan imut ■ actually going to fly up around Napa 
Valley, but they've asked, I think, to house their dirigible, their smaller dirigible, here at least part of the time. So I just wanted you to know that maybe 
you could have dirigibles again. 



e August 26, i 



: Arthur Schwartz SubnrittedVia: ( 



iatiorVAgaicy: Rrblic member 



CcmTKnt36G: I'd lite Id thank the Navy, bub] cant First the Navy by law has to 



1: Richard Eckeit SubmttedVia: Oral comment at pubh: meeting 

CcmriEnt 37G: I am Richard Eckert I'm a RAB member, and I want to riiank Ait for saying a lot of the sane thing/:; I think. Xow, I was an ex- Navy 
pilot, and IVe actually flown into Mbffett Field, and I am so upset that they want to tear down an extraonlinariiymrique building. TheiBaretwointhe 
woridlikeit and we have one, and it can be saved, but they dont want to spend the money. And I think that is wrong, very wrong. And I would like to 
e the Navy change their decision and overhaul aid save a very historic building. Thank you. 
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Fram: Georgians Hymes Submtted Via: Oral comment 


at public meeting 


Affiliatic*V.Ag3Tcy: Public member 


Conment38G: I'mGeorgianaHymes. I'm from Palo Alto, California, audi came to Moffett in 1947, and I've been 


n and out of here ever since. And 
















































follow through with it because I will be here. If youneedmy help, just give me a call. Thankyou. 
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Fran* Janet Hammeiiund Submitted Via: Oral 

Conment39G: Ihi Janet Hammerlund. I"mi dunu toyouasamother, as a teacher of 48 years' experience, and as a traveler. First of all, I want to 
thank you guys. If s been a long day. You'restayinghere,andyou'n-!i:T*.-Ji)!:h-i!'!i if negative news. That's always hard. Butyouknowwhat,werealiy 
mean whatwete saying. As a mother, I can remember takinctEi]' :,who i- :n iw37, b i Lockheed a lot My husband served at Moffett for a shortwhile 
and worked at Lockheed for 32 years, I believe itwas. We were able to see Hangar 1 very close up a lot of times. IVe driven by it over a thousand 
times, I am sure, and I never once have not commented about that marvelous building when IVe driven by it As a teacher, I took nine students there one 



year on a weekend to see the air show. Those lads came back aid talked aid talked to theiestof class about iff r the k>ngest time and wrote about it 
and inspired a lot nl dis Missions. That place has an amazing effect on people. Our kids today have been raised on special effects, and they think these 
tilings are commonplace. Buttiieytaie a look at that hangar, and it is ■ lie of only two filings that awe them as we drive by or go to it The only other 

ming mat awes today's students is the Hintstonehouse on Highway 280. I mean, they're they talk about it .-ill the time. I lecently returned from 

Panama where I grew up. When we turned ovei thecaial to the Paianaiiai government, we all knew the canal was going to fall apart. Itdidnt They 
had preserved the buildings that we left along the caial zone aid have improve:! them aid aeii' >w using them for other purposes. They are being used 

as hotels and a luxurious resort, likeGamboa Rainforest Resort. They have been They are used as places for tourists to go and see for museums, 

tii- Smiths an an Institute museums aid tliini [s like that. Paiana has used tlie atifacts that we have left tlie buildings I should say that we have left 

to enhance their tourism ability. We have a beautiful stmcture here mat needs to dome sane v.ilh it. This is a Silicon Valley laidmak. Please, it needs 
to be protected. I know you guys ha o. I recognize that I was rase:laound the military. Please take back our words. 

Thank you. 
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Fran: Mark Otto 


Submitted Via: Oral corrrment at public meeting 




AfriliaticeVAgaTcy: Public member 


Con¥nent4DG:Thaiiksfortlieopportimity. I'm Mark Otto. I wasn't going to do tt 


vis tonight I know its late and we're tired, so I'll be b 


rief. I'm an 
















:entry in my job, I was faced with an end-way decisio 












s a manager, right? And I came to a conclusion. I tc 








































sktdetal structure. A skeletal structure, you see, will be a lasting memorial to burea 


ucraiic incompetence. So please, do something with 


Hangar 1 and 



II leave it in a condition where ifs usable by the community th-i I. ■v.?* if •■<* much. I think that's all I have to say. 
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From: Cari Honaker 


Subnittecl Via Oral comment at. public meeting 


ASiliatiorVAgEncv: Public member 


ConmiEnt 41G: I only used two minutes the first 


ime. Justwanted to use one minute to tell a really good story. Not only was I fortunate enough to 














































,v *™' ™? l-l^iWulthatwehdddoifrtlMt, an, 


that always stuck with me. 



:en c*i August 26, 2008 Received <n August 26, 2008 

l: Zoltan Szoboszlay Subnittecl Via: Written comment on Comment Sheet 

Coninent 42G: Theieiiavel)eai two bhdsftike incidents at Moffett Field in the last five yeare. ( 'ne incident damage:! a 0-130 Air National Guard 
aircraft, and the other damaged a Navy transport Both incidents involved multiple strikes and heavy damage to aircraft If the framework is left stale Hi u | 
without netting or fabric, the framework will become a nesting site for birds in general, aiKl pigeons m partiailar Leaving the framework is a gieati " 
for historic preservation. However, a netting or fabric should be added to reduce the possibility of future bird strike incidents. 
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From: D.P.William 








Submitted Via: Written 


comma 
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nmentShee 




Affiliaticn/AgaTcv: Public member 


ConmiEnt43G: This is an amazing building 
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: Unknown author SubnittedVia: v 



iatiorVAgaicy: Riblic member 



Comment 44G: ! 



■■■mi SiiNiiMiiI \ 1,1 Willi -I ]il *.. Hll'Jl !< 

Comment 'EG: I pasonalhy support AltEjnalive6, it and onlj if flie proposed fabric eixicsure covering sduuonsweiedeemed not to be feasibla I 
believe that the recurring cost for covering the hangar, asopposed to the Xavy'.s Hangar 1 EE/CA recommended Alternative 10, over the long term will 
uoie cost-effective S' Jabon aid help better prota t the haiga"'s interior suppoitstru< ti.ue from environmental degradation and ensure the viability 
of tire Hangar for future community reuse. Pediaps sorrre of the approximate S9 million extra Hangar 1 EE/CA estimate:! cost of Alternative 2 or 6 (as 
opposed to Alternative 10) coulcl be reduced if the optional Level 1 HAER documentation aid the "( (flier Hrstoirc Mr titration" activities were mini nil zed 
ir eliminated as unnecessary, given that the Hangar itself is left standing and that the Moffett Held Historical Society already has adequate historical 
infoimation. Also, the EE/CA Cost Estimate Table 5-2 notes 3 & 4on theCD I received appear inconsistent with the alternatives. Kindly consider 
revising these notes to make them more dear. If Alternative 6 is accepted, why is the $3,370,1 00 needed for other historic mitigation? 

n Van Pemis 
725 Sequoia Drive, Sunnyvale, CA 94C66-8228 
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Firm Konrad M. Sosnou 
Affiliation/Agency: Public member 



Written on: August 2i 



From Joseph De Alejandro Submitted Vict: Writim comment on Comment Sheet 

Affiliation/Agency: Public member 

Comment 4BG: Is itpossibletohaveadecision maker appear here to tell us "Yes" or "No" we will save and restore Ffanger 1? A real decisionmaker 

Secretaiy of the Navy Under Secretary of the Navy. 

Joseph De Alej andro 

2049 University Way, San Jose, CA 95128 
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From: Janis Moore 




Submtted Via: Written comment on Comment Sheet 


Affiliation/AgaTcy: Public member 


Conment 49G: As a supplement to the letter 


considered by Hish 


beeb^—bes^b:: 






: MaryGirodo Submtted Via: Wiittai commait on Comment Sheet 



ComnentoOG: I advocate for restoring Haigarl. It has an emotional impact for me when I first see it when returning home and flying into S.J. Airport 

- makes me feel "wdcometotheBayArea", and "at borne. "Although costly to restore, I believe gooduseof it could be made by huriiinij! into an 

aviation museum, and that restoration costs would be recouped. 

MaryGirodo 

7864 Belknap Drive, Cupertino, CA 95014 
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From: Joanna Street 




Submitted Via Letter submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 


Affiliaticn/AgaTcy: Public member 


Conment 51G: Thank you f 
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Camrent 52G: I am Gary Hinze. I am a member of the Oakland Cloud Dusters Modd Airplane Club (OCD), the National Free Flight Society, and the 
Academy of Model Aeronautics. I am here to express me interest of aero model ere worid-wide in preserving Hangar One as an indoor model airplane 
flying site. 

Indoor model airplanes are light and delicate. They must be flown inside a building, protected from wind and turbulence. For example, tire highest level 
of indoor aeromodeling is the FID dass. Limited to 55 cm wingspan, about 22 inches, weighing no less than 1.2 grains, a dollar bill wdghs one gram, 
having a irMierstiip motor weighing no morn than 0.6 grain, using 1/61" square spars of 4 pound per cubic foot balsa wood, with 2,200 turns on the 
motor and a propeller revolution rate of once per second, these planes are capable f 3~ minute flights. To a:lnevesiidipeifoimaicere<[uiresahigh 
■ olumn ■ i very still air They are so delic ate that the Wrikefiom someone wirdkriigbvgui tidy cai destiny them. 

l.'ntrl about 199~weflewindo' r model arplaiesinHaiger< 'ne at Moffett Field. One 1 CD member told me that he had been flying m theHaiga for 
sixty years. I have been told that national and international records have been set in the Flangar. We were prohibited from flying there when toxic 
i i henib ,ils such as asbestos, lead .and FCBs were found in the biril ding. 

When the Xavy left Moffett Field, i t proposed to demolish the Hangar. Public comment dranged that plan to removing the contaminated cladding and 
leaving the structural skeleton. It is better thai demolition, l:n it we couldn't fly inside rt, the wind would go right through the open structure. Hangar One 
has the potential to again be an indoor flying siteof national and international inparlanoalasfcmatmeNavyiestorefliebdldngtoaconditioiiihat^rili 
permit continued use as a worid class site for indoor aeromodding. 

I submit copies of emails from OCD members who ae unable to attend tonight's meeting, explaining the importance of aeromodding in encouraging 
yoimg people to takeaninterestinaeronautical career F> uragingsuoh !nr'ie-:^isirj!iX)itaittoourfutmenationdseairityandecoiH)rnicsuccess. 
Gaiv Hrnze 
AMA 29628 
San Jose, CA 



Writbai on: August 15, 2008 






Received oil: August 26, „:■« 








From: Segimdo Zarate (Ding) 






Submitted Via: E-mail subrr 


.HedtoGaiyHi 


lze (Public 


member) 


Affiliation/Ag3Tcy: Public member 


ConmEnt53G: Itwould be like heaven for 


gZi"S^ 


ofZ^" 


l^^^i^T 


- ioa "- 1 -" 


devenag 


'""^'■ a 



Received on: August 26, 2008 

Subnitted Via: E-mail submitted to Gary Hmze (Publn: 






Conrnent 54G: Vay good. You can trumpet our local and national successes and the value of the hobby (kids; in univeraty s hi. lying engineering) and 
tell them that many kids IjecomediscouiaciedwteimeJrhigh-isafomicince planes- can' tsliowwiiat me cue perfoirnancewradd be because they hit the 
low ceiling in the gyms available to us. Fine tuning for world- class performance is an exacting process. Another attraction for Hangar 1 is to invite the 
FAI t.i. h. Jdwoiid champi' 'iislirj:) i [ n.intam View- tins would bring more hotel and restaurant business tame area Many of the 

productive and innovative scientists that designed our aircraft, performed cutting edge aircraft research, and founded tire US space program were modd 
plane builders. All 9 whose names are on the Mercury spacecraft patents are model builders. 



e August 26, i 



: FredTerzian SubmttedVia: E 



iatiorVAgaicy: MemberAcademy of Model Aetun n (AMA) r n al 
Aeronautics Associate n (XAA). Xati' rial Free Fliqht Society, Life Meml)er Sod ety 
of Antique Modelers (SAM) and Moffett Field Historical Society, SAM 21, SAM 
27, Fresno Gas Model Association )FGMAC), Southern California Aero Team 
(SCAT) 



Conment55G:T 









s original state for what it was originally intended i i" (housing the laLge>lacon/Ala™tyi:e airships). 



Written en: August 26, 2008 Received on: August 26, 2008 


T . ,, Submitted Via: Letter submitted to Hie Department of theNavy 
From: Janis Moore l y 


AfflliatiorVAgaTcy: Public member 


Conment56G: I am a second generation Santa Clara Valley resident (my mother was bom here). I remember when Hie valley was all orchards. 


anda 












lily 


always enjoyed the Blue Angels arr show put on at Hie Base. In short, Moffett Field was a member of ourcommunity andapartof ourlrves. 




Over Hie years, die valley has changed so much, and the saddest tiling of all is how many of our- historic resources have disappeared. Almost all 


fray 


favorite hrstonc landmarks are gone, with, the exception of the structures out at Moffett Field, especially Hanger One. 




I appreciate the Navy holding this evening- s meeting to hear from the public about its plan to remove the siding from Hangar One and leave belli 


nda 






















like the first step on the road to "demolition by neglect" Please, "Re-Skin Hangar One." 




Thank you for the opportunity to comment 





Written an: August 28, 2008 


Received mi August 


28,2008 


From: Alexander Price 


SubmttedVia: E ma 


na^^C t pMTweT t ° n ' BRAC 


Affiliation/AgaTcy: Public member 


Cc«i¥nent57G: Having been bom and 


aised in the Bay Area, I can truly look at Hangar One as "Grandpa. 1 


He's old and crusty and such a huge 


landmark, that to live without him, for tt 


us area, would be like living without the Twin Towers. 




It seems to me that all we are dunking ai 


xrnt is how much it will COST us to keep Hangar One. Our thinkinc 


is all wrong. With all Hie runways and land 












































ldst tinny thatthw will wei* a iiid<iinfi< 


-ntstaKtiuv^-in.liiHia«rtits^tiPii!jtli. l»n,|«itv and uniqueness th 


t is the Bay Area. 



Written on: August27, 2008 




Received cti August 27, 2008 




Frcm: Steve Williams 




Submitted Via: E mail submitted to Darrer 


NewtonBRAC 


Afniiation/AgerKy: Public member 


Comment 58G: Slide 13, "Hangar 1 Siding Co 


n^sinon. has been, proble, 


, tot several years. It is extend, ceding to eve 


yone who encounters 


^'c^S^rot'to^ XTn^^n 


gTL^Mnaln^ 


^e^oTtoZg^wol^S"^? 


aSuKacnlS'iiSion. 


^ofto^Ml^tor^Jde^fo 


w'fcet"""'™ 60 '™'" 


.round level to the apex. It need not be to scale, but 


t should be a very lain 


SSSSsIe 


SSEjgS 


TESESS^SSX™ 


"^ 



Reoeived cm August 27, 2008 






:en en: September 2, 2006 Received on September 2, 2008 

„. , „ ... Submitted Via: Letter submitted to Dan 
e Kick Lain son . 

ASiliaticn/AgaTcy: Mountain View citizen and member of SHDC 



Reduces the skin weight on the origir 
Introduces light into the dark space 



ItW' aild introduce natural daylight into ihisglorioi 

actually want to be. The >ame natural light would silhouette the elegant structure aixive, which is obscured now m neHi-dariaiess. 

The structure's graceful arches come to it naturally, being derived fn .on airship and hangar designs conceived by the most prolific airship 

designer in history, Karl Amstein - the designer of the Akron hangar, me airship USS Macon, the airship USS Akron, and the US Navy 
blimps which served m the ! lundrei Is m Woiid War II. 



MOFFETT FIELD, CALIFORNIA 



As such Hangar One's stmc hire along with her Akron sister, even though firmly anchored to the earth, could be termed the closest 
tepresaitationsof theoldnerid airships on the planet Therefore, tiie notion of afabnc cladding that mmricstiiose historic airships is not 
farfetched, but direct and sensible. 
I auiinowtDtlieNa\y'sLei:oinnieiKle:l Alteniati\ 7 elOstnppiiK| the skin: By comparison to fabric, the Haigar' snaked skeleton tote left behind will 
simply be a lifeless artifact — except as a nesting aviary, and aguano farm on a grand scale. And stripping theinterii r of virtually all tire ancillary 
features — stairs, catwalks, elevators and other features — will forever prevent restoring the Hangar some day to its original form and humai scale. 
Inclosing — At the time of Haiiifar< me'sconstmction it waste hnologically cutting edge, but served an airship program that was to end tragical!". Tins 
did not come about due to any failure on the Hangar's part for it performed its role beautifully. In going fonvaid now, let's nut inflict a lesser tiagedy on 
this glorious, graceful giant- but instead be inspired by its future potential for success, a success signaled by its return into rhein.^nstreainof Bay Area 
life through adaptive re- use. 



Written on: August 18, 2008 




Received on: August 


a 2 i 






Frran: Georganna Hymes 




SubnittedYm Lette 


n^rrSy'^SS 


°M^i, B 




AffiliaticeVAgaTcy: Public member 


Ccranent 61G: I would like to see Hangar > 5nere 


"f^fw: 


I's^^S^io, 3 !^ 


.■s^si 


nouglimoiie 


yto 


s~~!^==H 


it onMoffett Field, itw 
•e any colleges on Moff 
Moffett Field, and mail 


tain the golf coiusa 


SE£ 


sty store, the 


oogle 


SoA^StaT 













Writlsi en: September 4, 2006 




Received on: September 4> 2008 


Frcm: Libby Lucas, Conseivation 




Submitted Via: E-mail submitted to Danen Newton, BRAC 


Afflliaticn/Ac^Tcy: CNPS, SantaClara Valley Chapter 


SZ^^^a^w*™^ 
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SsSSSHS 


^a^ld^Zc^ 
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f ^^S^e^-to^erc^eTtoTto base 


IZt^W^r^^lZ 


i^^rj^f: 


.■sesx 


ZZ^£Z£Z££Z£2ZZSZ? 
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sfzf^r. 


ll^'Te^S^^ZS^^Zr 


™^aT^ir^!r^ d s 


SxSS!^S , Lo J c2Lt 


tists 


^zezsszszt**™"""™ 


isssz^es^ 


.■sszssrs^ 


„„o„ldsee„„o„, 


mtaninants area ""J 00 ™. and *» redwood ceiling and 


S^tot^^ta'^^S'on^ 


^o»eT"°„°irx iico ' 


*-— "— 


for preservation o, Hangar One. and ton the perseverance of 


Sto^B^taU^^I^l^^?™^^™" 


par™th the Gold 


» Gate Bridge and no, only ,s visible toughen, toe baylands 


Ithas exceptional critical public muse 


capabilities, not only continuing 


as the National Gu. 


ird staging area for fighting fires but possibly as earthquake 



and flood evacuation center for FEMA. regional headquarters on site. The hangar design is the optimum staicture for withstanding eaitiiqualies and tiie 

airfield capability is uniqua 

Please return to the drawing board in reviewing restoration alternatives and provide viable o 

professionals so that they can realistically bid un opti< his. Thank you for the opportunity to ■ 

results at the RAB. 



Written on: September 3, 2006 


Received on: September 3, 2008 




From; Stephen Bryne, Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology) 


Submitted Via: E-mail submitted to Dane 


CTi BRAC 


AffiliatiotVAgency: Cai trans Office of Cultural Resource Stu< lies District -1-, 
Environmental Division 


Comment 63G: Please save Hangar One. This structure is a landmark in the Sou 


b B V . EUHta , A .«. ta . a . A . dn . 


"*"■ 



Received on: September 4, 2 






Comment 613: Living as we do in Palo Alto, Hangar 1 at Moffett Freld has been a long-l 

Macon a helium dirigible, 785 feet long and 146 feet high, until its loss m February 1935 i 

long-past era of aviation history. 

The demolition of Hangar 1 is a one-way trip. Once if s demolished, it's gone forever. It is a uniquely immense structure that offers a rare opportunity 

to determine how it might alternatively be used. It need not be a military use. Uliat commercial use could be made of tliisiuiique structure with its 

iii' i space flie mos \ lustifi ih'on for retaining tiii structi.ire woi.il b fii ethatwoi n all j ustifo its continued 



S<. line tn ily imaginative ideas aiB needed. 
Could it be used as a production fa ill ty for, say, airrraft or perhaps small manneves.sels that could be railed to tidewater at the south end of San 
Fiaiiasco Bay? Alternatively, could it be used to house some major aircraft or spa:e production project? Talk to Boeing, Northrop Grumnian, 
Lockheed Martin. 

How .about a combination shopping mall, sports center and convention center? A hotel and housing could be constructed on adjacent lands. 
A further possibility: how about an agricultural 1 is- with multiple levels or tiers each a cultivated agricultural expanse with artificial lighting and 
irrigation as required, perhaps using gray water? This would offer a year-round opportunity to restore some of Santa Clara Valley's long-gone 
agricultural production in ar area where land prices have skyrocketed. Moreover, there is a ready local market for agricultural produce, a growing 
consideration as energy prices rise. 

This is simply to say that the effort to save Hangar 1 requires imaginative, out-of-the-box thought Once lost, the structure could never be duplicated. 
The challenge is to determine h >w its very uniqueness can best be employed. 
Thomas Wyman 
546 Washington Avenue 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 



Written on: September 7, 2003 






Reoeivedon: 


epte.^8.2008 


From: Harold A. Marshman, Sr. 






Submitted Via: E-mail submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 


ArTiIianon/Agaicy: Public member 


ConFnentffiG: Just a line from a resident 


of South Weymouth, M 


3S£ 


^ v £ciH 


iffllfS? 



Francisoo area that could be ii 
Harold A. Mashman, Sr. 
Bayley Terrace 
So. Weymouth, MA 02190 



y tin s 1 iai i< [ar for its original p 



Written on: September 8, 2008 


Received on: Septeml 


,.8.2008 




From: RickMaida 


Subnitted Via: E-ma 


niltaNa^BRAC, 


M N oCi BRAC 


Affiliation/Agency: Public member 


Conxnent 60G: I 'm writing regarding me effort to save Hangar One at M 


ffett Field. I am an AVP (assistai 


tvice president) for 


he Academy of Model 
























or free flight Plus, 










www.netaddres3.coin/tpl/Door/223YYKVEFAVelcome. The same type o 


pioject is in Ohio. Please help ss 


e this historical site 





Received <n September 8, 2006 

Subnitted Via: E-mail and attached letter submitted to Darren 
Newton, BRAC Environmental Coordinator, Navy BRAC RMO 
West 



Conmart 67G: Per Dr. Joseph Miller, Vice Provost Silicon Valley Initiatives, attached is distribution of the letter from Dr. Miller to the Navy a 



record of UCSC's comments on adaptive reuse of Moffett Field's. Hangar One. 

"The University ■ f 1 California Santa Cruz is pleased to comment on the EFVCA recommendations for Harga n One within the NASA ReseachPak 
(NRP) at Moffett Field, CA. UCSC along with Carnegie Mellon University, F::»:>thill-I)eAriza{^:>rriiiiunih"("A:Jle:|e.ai(lSaita(^larB University are 
partnering with NASA Ames in planning and evaluation to re-develop a portion of NASA Research Park into a worid-dass center for research and 
e:lurahonmdudmgo:mnumtylKmsrng aid industry partner*. This development, employing tire in st advanced conservation (green) technologies, 
will be located at the fomierXaval St/, if! . n Moffett Field a:l] ' ' In- 1 I h O \ i HaigaOne. OurvisionistD 

see this area of Moffett become an international model of innovative o i hruugh use ■ i green technologies and a showcase for 

revitalization and productive reuse of federal lands. Silicon Valley's investment m the potential of this lard began in 1922 with the gifting of the land 
to the Xavy by Bay Area community groups. The future of Hingar One is pivotal to tire plans for the successful development of NRP and to the 
community's ability to realize the full potential of this land. In short, UCSC is a concerned stakeholder regarding the future of Hangar One. 
For 76 years. Hangar One has dominate* I the si un urnding landscape and been considered a community landmark. Its adaptive reuse, therefore, mus 
be consistentwith and supportive of the needs of the Bay Area community NASA's mission andthepotmtial impact of new centers for research and 
education envisioned at Moffett. The Navy's proposal to strip the structure and leave a bare skeleton subject to decay by neglect is simply not 
acceptable. We strongly recommend the Navy take appropriate steps to consider creative ways to recover rlangar One to insure its lasting structural 
integrity aid public: utility so the building is not uuiv a paear to our history but also an icon of the future. 

We also strongly recommend the Navy conduct more aggressive outreach to the community so that residents' needs and visions can be appropriately 
incorporated into Hangar 'One's revitalization aid reuse. The Xavy, incollalxrationwith theBay Area community, has a unique opportunity to 
insure the Hanga", appropriately restored, becomes a significant community" asset, while .at the sane time leveraging that asset by integrating it nm > 
the new innovaive oornmunity being planned for the NRP. TheHangar's location in the center of Silicon Valley, the most technologically advanced 
regii nintheo untry aid theecon mil engine for the state and the nation, demands no less." 

Ramina Gilyanna 

Uiriversity Affiliated Research Center 

UC Santa Cruz 

NASA Ames Research Park 

Building 19- Mailstop 19-26 

Moffett Held, CA 94035 



Fran: Bob Moss 










SubnitledVia E-mail sub 


^^™M N oT^t BRAC 


AfFrliatiorVAgency: RAB Communily Co-Chair 


Ccrarent6aG:Tlie 


anatysesd 


one, the cost comparisons fo 


variou 


options, and th 


selected remedial action are 


all seriously defective and do not 


adequately comply v 


ith th- ih rmneniHite f< .1 aft ill, oarefiil, 


lid inf. > 


med study of al 


practical options to treat the 


contaminated siding in Hangar 1. It 
















coiimiimily-serviiig 


iolution is 


denntied and adopted. 










First, as I noted befo 


E. the cost 


comparisons presented in til 


EE/CA 


are inadequately detailed, and in several cast 


s demonstrably wrong. A one^page 






































































especially if the orig 
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sumptions, as w 


as done in die NASA report 




Second, for more tha 


n four year 


s the Navy position on reme. 


ration. 


contaminated sites has been to do die minirr 


urn level of work needed to abate or 
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10 years. 














Third, the EE/CA di 


smissed potential alternative 14, silicon 


paint ! 


ecauseitwasco 


nsidered problematic diat the 


silicone would adhere well to the 






































application of anoth 


rwatiniit 


at will peLfomi the needed t 


mctioii-- 


of preserving an 


:Uealmo; the walls, then it i« 


the Naws obligation to remove that 



asphaltccatingandrestoretheexteriorof thehangartoastatEwdieieitcanbecoatedandiKotectedadequaldy. Fourth, aid most important, the Navy 

continues lgnonng the preuous fully successful i oatmg of the inside surfaces of the sister hangar in Akron, Ohio wim epoxy penetrants plus white 
acrylicpainL Mr. Paul Thomariosof Thomarios Corp. performed that work for Lockheed last year. Beforetheinsideof the Akron hangarwas coated 
Lockheed tested 40 different systems, and found tire epoxy penetrant plus acrylic coating to be the most effectiva The epoxy penetrates and bonds to 
and locks in place the PCB in the walls. Remediation of the inside walls of the Akron hangar included a dual coating of the interior, sandblasting the 
floor and vacuuming the interior and removing 355 barrels of dust. Coating was done on an accelerated schedule of 10 hour days, 6 days/week over a 7 
month peirod, soo' 6te\\melngher than standard work would be due to overtime payments. The coating included removing the lowest 24 feet of the 
interior wall aid replacing it with aluminum sheet Presumably this cost can be avoided at Hangar 1. Total cost was S12 million including the coatings, 
management oversight and sandblasting the floor and vacuuming up all dust and powderfromthewalls and inside of the hangar. There were no other 
costs for the interior coating of the Akron haigar. This cost of $12 million is fa" less than the Si ".~8 million shown by the Navy for interior abatement, 
demolition and coating the structure with epoxy for tire recommended Alternative 10, or 515.4 million for coating the interior with acrylic paint per 
Alternative 4. Alternative 4 includes S300.000 to remove tire internal offices and structures that interfere with coating the inner hangarwall. In Akron 
only thesheetrock walls closest to the hangar wall needed to be removed before the inner walls were coated. The office spaces up to two stories high 
leman aid are used now. Indoor air samples over the past year showed that the coating of tiieinsrdeof tlieAlaon hangar n was totally effectiva The 
interior of the hangar is safe and usable EPA agreed that thecoating sealed the PCBs into the hangar walk and there is no toxic hazad from the coatel 
liaiga is evident' if thesafel? aid usability of the liaiga; tins month a long- Range diirgible project will ■ «x\\\>\ aid use it for high ..altitude dmgrble 
construction and operations. At the end of the task IjDclmeed awarded Thomaios Corp. therr Contractor of the Year award for exceptional performance 
coating the inside of the hangar. 

Note that the coating system actually used successfully for the inside of the Akron hangaris an enhanced version of AltEnianve4whii.'li\\":. ; i'. , i:V!>iiii if !;il>' 
compliant, practical, aid feasible. The reason it was rejected was theestimated cost of $48 million. Actual experience with the Akron hangar show 
this Hangar 1 cost estimate is unrealisncally high. TheEE/CA proposes pressure washm 

method used successfully in Akron. It also includes a cost of S8.14inillr ai for structural strengthening to support the l «:1 of the new coatings. Actual 
weight of the epoxy slurry plus acrylic paint inside the Akron hangarwas less than 0.55 ounces/sq. ft. This structural support is not needed and the cost 
should be deleted from the estimate. Deleting pressure washing and structural reinrorcernent cuts theestimated cost of Alternative 4 to $39 million, or 
less thai the cost of Alternative 10, remove the walls at S2i. 8 millr aiplus $14 5 million for a fabric replacement covering. 
The Akron hangar is larger thai Hangar 1; width is 325 feet vs 303 feet for Haigar 1, and 212 feet tall vs. 198 feet tall for Hangar 1. Labor and 
operating costs in California may be higher thai in < hio, so that would increase thecost of coating compared with the Akron hangar by a slight amount 
Exterior coating costs should be less than the interior since the outer structure is less complex than the inner structure. Both Mr. Thomarios and 
Alternative 4 assume that acrylic paint exterior coating would be applied directly over the asphalt coating. A reasonable estimate of the total cost to coat 
and seal the inside and outside of Hangar 1 with the epoxy penetrant coating that penetrates and seals the asbestos and TCB into the haiga'.u-'j is jjIii-^ 



coatings would be needed. After this sealing and coating the hangarwould be sound and suitable for ib- use and occupancy, with all historical aspects 
fully retained. 

Mr. Thomarios offered to visit Hangar 1 and verify the feasibility and cost of these approaches at his expense. You rejected this offer because he is a 
vendor, and die Navy is not entertaining vendor bids. The Navy is noticing asked to grant access to experienced professionals so that there can be a 
bidding event. The access was requested for the same reason members of the RAB requested and finally obtained access to hangaii 6 n Linda Ellis- to 
provide useful mformati' n to the RAB and allow- decisions on remediation of Hangar 1 to be made intelligently aid based on red evaluations of cost, 
practicality, and potential problems. Apparently it was assumed that allowing Linda Ellis access to Hangar 1 with several structural engineers and other 
experts was not related to her proposal to coat the hang.Hrwifh Teflon fabric. That is an odd assumption since itwas clear to RAB members that she had 
that possibility as aprimary concern. In fact the very useful infonnahon mat she later provided to the RAE> was on the feasibility of the fabric coating. 
The Navy is also a member of the RAB, so any clarifications, information, or informed and iefin«l cost estimates are of ejual value to all member of the 
RAB, including the Navy. 

The EE/CA also omits any mentr n of opportunity benefits. If Hangar I is ; treated so that it is restored to a usable structure there are a number of real 
benefits, some of wi li are quantifiable, i i lldmg is preserved. N4 ill ime iusableshiicturewithover350,000sq.feetof sable 

space. If only apart of that space is rented to one of the mam i irganizations that already have expressed interest in occupying Hangar 1 there would be 
significant rental income. For example, Mountain View office space rents for $3.27/sq.ft/month. Palo Alto offi e rente a 1 5 si j ft/month. In 
Sunnyvale offices rent for $2 .45/sq. ft/month. Taking a discounted Mountain View rate of $5Vsqir7month. Assuming only 200,000 sq. ft of Hangar 1 
was rented, the income would be $600,000/month or $~2 millioi'i/year. Periia] >s the Navy could reach an agreement with NASA to recover the $2.2 
million difference between the $28 million that is assumed as the full cost of restoring Hangar 1 to usable condition an! the $25.8 million to demolish 
the walls and leave an unusable structural shell. This might be repaid with pat of fj ie rent NASA obtains from users of Hangar 1, maybe 10% or 20% of 
net rental income until the Navy recovers the $2.2 million. 

This alternative must be fully studied aid seriously considered. It is apparently similar or slighfly higher cost thai Alternative 10 but a si gnificaitiy 
lower cost than Alternative 10 plus placing a new skin on the bare structure. It eliminates the iei noval aid need to dispose of the toxic siding, preserves 
the hangar, provides a shiichue that is functiondmd can be used for a operations. It is cheaper 

thai the Navy estimate for Alternative 4 that is acceptable technically aid functionallv but was rejected foi too high an assumed cost Using a more 
realistic cost based on actual experience at the Akron hangar, itwould be the preferred alternative. Mr. Thomarios submitted infonnahon on his work on 
theAlaon hangar interior to the Navy, but it apparently was not o nsidered. That must be collected. 

The Navy should set aside the Revision 1 EE/CA aid not adopt Alternative 10, oi aiy of the other 1 3 alternatives! unently in the study, until a full study 
has been done on a new option based on the interior coating of epoxy penetrant sealant with acrylic white paint applied to the inside walls and either 



II epaxy penetrant sealant with acrylic white paint or epoxy sealer and polyurethane sheet coating on the outside walls of the Hangar. 



Written en: September 2, 2006 


Received on: September 9, 2008 


From: Bob Moss 


Submitted Via E-mail submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 


AfflliatlcaVAiiRncy: RAB Community Co-Chair 


ComiHit 69G: When we spoke last Friday about 


the request from Paul Thomarios about access to Hangar 1 so that he can compare its' interior with the 






adequately. Maybe I can do a better-job of explain 


ng things and satisfy your doubts about allowing Paul to have access to Hangar 1. 


You raised concerns about having lots of people to 


jr Hangar 1 and compared allowing Paul Thomarios to have access with requests from tourists or 














































unreason^e to prohibit Paul Thomarios from exai 


nining the inside of Hangar 1 because he is some sort of tourist or casual visitor. He is a professional 


TnotheTiLe you raised is the cost of having so m 


any people tour the inside of Hangar 1. At no time did I suggest that mere would te any charges or 














weekend if he can get into Hangar 1 Monday. NA 


^A will arrange all Hangar- 1 access details. All they need is a call from you approving the interior tour 



by Mr Thomarios-. Xone' f this will cost the Xavy aiything. 

You also seemed concerned that theie were problems witii tiie interior coating clone at the A k i ■ " ■! 1 1 1 ; : a ir" f. -ir, aid that EPA had issues with the work. Theie 
a"e no probiens with the interior since it was coated aid painted. The ar inside the haigarnvas sanpl eel regularly for ayear and no contaminants ever 
were found. A compaiy that builds, tests., aid flies dirigibles will occupy it m a few weeks. EPA had no problems or issues with either the coating job or 
the contractor. Lockheed was so satisfied with the work done that they named Thomarios Company "Contractor of the Year." 

You also seem concerned alxn if reconsidering an Alternative that was actively considered in the EPVCA and rejected already. That rejection was based on 
comparative costs. As I have noted before, the 1 page cost summary in Ihe Er^CA is inadequate and does not provide enough detail to truly validate the 
o 6ts. It estimates Si". 4 million to acrylic coat the lnteir i: S~,3 million to acrylic coat the exterior, aid $3.1 million for management and administration. 
Thomarios Company actually coated the interior of the sister hangar in Akronforl/31ess than the estimate, oi $10 million. Maiagement and 
administration was Si 1.9 million. Mr. Thomarios estimated the costof epoxy sealant and acrylic coating the exterior as about 70 to 75% of the cost of 
coating the inside, ( >r aboi if S~, j million. Based on liis actual experience, inciBased for the higher cost of operating in California, he estimated the cost of 
both interior and exterior coating to be about $22 to $24 million incl uding management and administration at the same ratio applied in Akron. That is 
less than the estimated cost of removing the walls and leaving the structural supports, Alternative 10, at S25.S million. The maj or unknown in Mr. 
Thomarios costestimateis differences in the interiors of the two haiga"s, aid the probable need to lemove offices aid patihons m Haigarl The Navy 
•-sr!niatefi.;rA.lreiii.-ii] - ."H4/:.:SM\vT;$' '■ 3 million fortius office removal. That still 1 aires the remediation cost Mow more thai Si. .5 million less thai that of 
Alternative 10. One other significant cost element in die EE/CA Al ten latire 4 costing is S8.1 million for structural support supposedly required due to 
the weight of the acrylic coating. NosudisupportwQsreqmrKlfortheAiflO!ilia!u:.ii'. Actual weight of the coating applied diere is known, and can be 
used t 'iitfriininc'^dii-thei'tiie structural enhancemaits huh" ae required, or if their cost estimate is reasonable 

The best way to find out if Mr. Thomarios cost estimates and assumptions are correct is to allow him inside Hangar 1. I urge you to reverse your 
rejection last Friday of his visit and entrance to the inside of Tfenga J and oonta t both NASA and Mr. Thomarios and approve his visit here either 
September 5 or 8. If any true comparison of cost and feasibility of various treatment alternatives is to be done it is essential that we have all possible 
knowledge and eval nation of these alternatives, including informed cost aid feasrbrlitr studies by people faniliarwlth the hangars, tire coasting tasks and 
their solution. 
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m: Trurrran B. Cross, President 
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™MStit BRAC 




liatiotVAgaicy: Oakland Cloud Dusters Five Flight Model An; .la 


eClub 







At the Hangar lPuMic Meeting on August 26, 2008, 1 did not hair youi lank mentioned, so please forgive tiie possibly insulting Mr 
Hang^latrVMfettFidd is aclassic landmark of Xaval Aviation, and I am sure that no one would i:J:jiee tto alargesigrnvith the old (and wonderful) 
slogan: Fly Navy. Since the Navy has ahrdady budgeted funds for removal of the skin which could be ieplace:l for about half of that amount, it seems 
stiBngethattheNavy'vvDddnotvvanttakeeptiTisniaivdousbdldingasanx3numenttotiiose\vhoseiveclinXa\^.-d Aviahon. Keeping one Carrier Task 
For: e m 1 laii « r for ai i< >ther twelve hours would more; than cover costs. 
Truman B. Cross 

■ :i.\ .ml' 'l>« i. J 1 1., -lis I i.i I luilii M..M ',n\i,i, ■■ lot 
(24 South California Avenue 
Palo Alto, California 
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Affiliation/AgEncy: Public member 


Commoit TIG: I woik at Lockheed Martin in A 


mm Ohio. And I had some involvement with our P 


CB remediatio 


n project on the airdock .1 am also a 






















that it is .ippli 
































ound$12mil. 












too could provide great input 








It would be a blow to airship history to have to di 


smantle this rare artifact from a bygone era. Remo% 


ing the siding 


poses a whole new set of concerns. 

















electrical panels, lighting ballasts, motors are not designed to be exposed to the weather and would suiely ! ie ruined. The com huts may even fill with 
water. Coating the building would solve the heath concerns. It only took the THOMARIOS co. seven months too niplete tins task aid since all the 
problems encountered have already been solve-: 1 the leaning curve is complete aid the process should inn verv smooth. Anoflier thmq to consider is 
future use of the building, as I am sureyou are aware LOCKHEAD MARTIN is developing a HIGH ALTITUDE AIRSHIP and that hangar would be a 
likely west coast base for a future airsliip. 
Timothy Kaminski 
hniothy.k.aiinsld@lmeo.com. 
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From: Linda Ellis, Archite:t 




Suhnitted Via: Letter submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 


Affiliaticn/AgaTcy: Public member 


Conment 72G: At the Ijegimiirif j of t: 


reat Depression 


Bay Area citizens united and purchased the Ynigo 1,000-acre ranch and presented it as a gift to 


l^^Sr 1 9 ° Vemmalt ' Reuamed ^ 


vloffett Field, i 


became the site for the magmfrcent rconographic Hangar One, our only Bay Area national 


For those of us who live here, this land 


markisamomr 


merit of who we are and what we have done. It is a celebration of our national patriotism for our 














the past and us forever. 






Now our landmark is in risk of being 1 


it defaced, unu 


,able, and stripped of its historically significant features. The Navy's revised Environmental 








an n amrd!i^noTutSn PeOPle ^^ 


and highly reso 


ve to remain active and want the government to address our landmark's burldmg challenge with 


As Hie EE/CA does not address Wstori 


almitigatioav 


;e challenge the Navy to address the historical value of this building. The National Trust for 








endangered places. 






'■i -11". ■■'■'!. I..-- ,.. 1 


dmark,theTn 


risk. In the Navy's Juh 25.2008 



.Report", Tetra Tech, Incorporated also maitions the quality of the adjacent historical dstiictwmild be ach'asely affected by the removal of the existing 
clai 1( b i i( | from me hangar. 

Afterstudying the reports rendering of the hangar without ciadi lira j md the photos of the hangarwhen it was under construction, the rendering 
inaccurately reduces the visual impacts of the Navy's recommended solution. The anticipated results are widely believed to be more detrimental to our 
landmark and Site 29 than the image delineates. Although the national attention calling for restoration of our landmark has just started this summer, 
i^onallymeSa\ - eHa!rgai"0neConirriitteehasl5eengettrngstii:)ngei ■ ver the last few years. As of last June, hie committee represents over 1,800 people 
v.l l ■ have signed petitions to restore (he hangar and estimates between 175 and 200 people attended me Navy's Meeting for Public Comment to advocate 



has also endorsed ourvolunteer team experienced in large projects and consisting of a principal from a large San Francisco structural 
engineering firm, two local commercial architects, and aproject executive and senior estimator thatwork for an international construction f inn. We are 

workii i r he EE-'CA on 1 half of the BAB Committee aid to present alternative ideas to restore our landmark, 

In May of 2007, believing that any coating known at that time would create maintenance concerns f r the Xavy, aid cladding the building with new 
corrugated metal might be too expensive, we presented a solution to preserve our landmark by removing the existing siding and replacing it with FTFE, 
arcliitectural Teflon coated fabric. This solution remains to be visually exciting, environmentally sustainable, and procedurally practicable. 
Our process and findings continue to be positive. The record documents review and fiddandysis proves me solution is viable. Many notable fabric- 
roofed buildings including the neighboring Shoreline Ai 1 1] hi theater and Denver Airport provide precedent. The solution is historically sensitive, 
emulating the airship construction of the USS Macon. 

The solution is appropriate for the shut hue allowing natural light transmissi on, < lass A i:uerBsistance,G0-year anticipated longevity, and virtually no- 
maintenance. The feasibility level cost is reconfirmed and .affordable. Mary adaptive reuse ideas for a fabric structure have strong potential, and many 
public and private sector entities express thar continuing interest to lease and oocupy a rencvated Flangar ( hie. TheEECA Opti' n 6 appears to fall shoit 
of bang arefdistic effort to resolve tiienutigation, recogriize the community, and restore our laidinak. The proposed siding manufai hirer does not aid 
cannot produce the mated ,al in the necessary profiles for our specific building, and this material has a short life expectancy By piling the new fiberglass 
siding over the existing metal siding, this option does not mitigate nor encapsulate the toxins long term. It does not present a noble solution appropriate 
foi ' 'i.ir national Ian luiak, anditlimitstliefutuieadaphvereu.se' 'ppoituinh< 

The better approach for Option 6 should . provide th e detailed plan and costs for applying the same coating as conpleted by IjDclmeed Matin (Aanpaiy 
on the hangar in Akron, Ohio which also was constructed with the same Robertson Metal cladding used on Moffett Field's Hangar ( hie. 
The Navy's recomniendati' n fori jtion 10 to lemove the existing metal siding, then coat and leave the space frame structure exposed also needs 
amendment Theevaluati' n of only the removal aid coating is missing specify ,ati' n and detaled requirements. F r the proposed s<:oi>e items, the option 



contains soine line items that financially and feasibly seem reasonable and some that are questionabl& 

To evaluate if the Navy's Option 10 assumptions aid findings are accurate, me detailed structural aialysis, n^np.-ii.ntivesystansinfomiation including 

the analysis of rejected systems, consulting structural engineer calculations and models, and cost data used in the preparation of this report are requested 

Option 10's removal the toxic dadding and coating the exix>sed space frame proposal would be improved by two detailed alternate skin options that fully 

enclose the structure and consider a new FTFE skin and an alternate option for a new steel corrugated siding. 

To fulfill the Navy's obligation, we request the , ai addendum t El_ i ' pleteengi | ' 

estimates, and historical restoration measures. M 'reaver, the citizens request the revised EE/GA include the detailed options for Akron Hangar coating 

solution, new architectural fabric skin, and new metal cladding for the full historical renovation of Hangar One. 

Linda Ellis 

1092 Merle Avenue 

San Jose, CA 95125 

(408) 772-2289 
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Ccmnent73G: I strongly urge you to 


help preserve Hangar One. Tl 


eliang 


r is an important part of Morn 


tain View's history. It 


a symbol of our early 










































side it, a 












eaqloi 








remarkable place to live and work. 












Anne Urban 













ten mi September 11, 2008 Received on: September 12, 2008 

Submitted Via Letter submitted to Dam^ Newton, BRAC 
i ai . sinus, resi Environmental Coordinator, Navy BRACFMO West 

Cooment74G: Iwantedtoprovideawi + j oral testimonyinyourrecentAug^M26,2CC6publichearingonHangarOneatMoffett 

al Airfield. 
Although we appreciate the decision of die Department of the Navy in not demolishing Hangar One, the proposed solution in leaving it a skeleton will in 

reate a serious safety of fli |1 1 I i il u I s < 11 likely use die bare hangar 

Dn as a home or rest stop. 

ne who works in aviation knows that birds and aircraft do not mix well because when a bird strikes an aircraft not only does the bird lose but often 

so does the aircraft, its passengers and even people on the ground. A glaring example of this happened in l L f * r > \ I 

707) AWACS aircraft takin \oifi 1 it AFBin Alaska crashed killing all 24 aewmembers on board. It was later' found that a flock of 31 

Geese flewinto the aircraft and caused two of its four engines to fail. The cost in human lives was a tragedy and one wedo not want to see repeated at 
Mof fett or anywhere else. 

Please keep in mind that not only would my organization use Moffett Airfield but so would other tenants and even aiegularviator theRreadentofthe 
I ! lite I States. It is shortsighted and foolhardy to remove the siding off Hangar One and allow this historic landmark to become a pariah in order to save 

e money. 
I implore the U.S. Navy to reconsider its decision and instead, ensure that the hangar is kept in a habitable state suitable forgovernment sanctioned reuse 
Paul D. Asmus 
Humani tari an Ai r Logi si ti cs 
P.O. Box 61088 
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ASiliatrorVAgency: Public member 


ConmEnt "7JG: I made a presentation at the August 26 e 


neetrng. At that ti 


ne I was relatively new to the sirbj ect Now I have had more time to do 


research and think about Hie project 






I support die proposal by Mountain View City Councilm, 


mJacSiegeltofo 


m a committee to develop a proposal to preserve Hangar- One. It is not 




sarytohaveaplar 
















































restore the basic structure of the building to make diose r 


ses possible and Sc 


fe. 


The Navy drew this projects specification to narrowly. 


Hie Navy should n 


-vise the project goals to include partnering with the community of interested 


parties to find awn t< , iwKik the ! ■uilding and plan a pn 


jgram for rts future 


beneficial use. 



Received on: September 12, 1 



CotrmEiTt 76G: Last evening the Restoration Advisory Board and the public were given a very thorough presentation ] >v [etra rechE< of the cost 
estimating process for the remaining fiyeH l J ten rat 1 i i It i u 1 i N in estimate for each Work 



for each alternative — all with expert input, pre- qualifying bidders and obtaining multiple bids for each 
rhis was accompanied by assurances from the Navy that the estimates were accurate. 
However, the Cost Summary at the end of the presentation noted mat these "Costs are accurate witl iin ii le EPA < ni .!! dance Range of — 30% to +50%" — 

i n addition to a 20 V::tetingen<:yliiddm in the cost d f i the extravagant i 1 alto 



Having been close to the construction industry for some decades, I find the gulf .and contrast between Tetra Tech's painstaking costing proc 
unexpectedly wide Cost Range could not be more striking. In the world of Construction, realistic Cost Ranges typically vary from +1-20%] 
conceptual design of a new building, down to +1- 3% based on actual construct! i n document rachce tb tighhn s of Cost Rang' ■ that .; 



In Hangar One's case the Navy has an existing building wi th as-built drawings at hand, therefore one wnoidd expect about a +1- 10% range — and 

nothing near the EPA Guidance Range quoted above. 

In short, until the actual Cost Range is disclosed tp reveal T etr.-iTKh ■ , -l-vel ..£" confidence in their ■-^ timates, me Navy's 



Rick Callison 
635 Sylvan Avenue 
Mountain View, CA 
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ConiriEnt 77G: I believe Hangai- One should 
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lour country. 
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U San Francisco, Ci-Jiii unia 



: Clifford W. Hores, U.S. History Instructor (ret) 
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ianarVAgaicy: Public member 



Comment 78G: My grandfather worked atjoshiia Hendy Iron Works in Sunnyvale 
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Submitted Via: E-mail submitted to Darren Newton, BRAG 

Environmental Coordinator, Navy BRAC PMO West 






Comment 79G: This is a fonnal comment to die Moffett Field EE/OA The EE/CA document recommends removing theFfangerl siding and coating 

theframa 

While this new recommended alternative is aiimprovaiiaitava"lastyeai J sdemolilT:)iiieconmiendatioii, it does not satisfy the community's need to get 

afunctional building out of die deal. At die public healing on August 26, new information was presented about an acrylic coating on a similar hangar in 

Ohio, a promising solution tiiat would leave a useful facility instead of a slowly-decaying skeleton. 

Anomerdtemanve presented at the meeting but ignoiedly theXavy was to re-cover the Hangamvitlifiluic like the terminal at Denver's new airport 

Although I prefer the Akron approach, both alternatives need to be studied before an informed decision can be made. There is no reason to rush this, as 

the 2003 asphalt emulsion had stabilized the building. 

I urge the Navy to work with NASA, Mountain View and Sunnyvale to study these new opitions and find away to return a usable brnlding to the 



community. Take enough time to study all of the options. 

Bill Hough 

435 North 2" 1 Street j£21 

San Jose, CA 95112 
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' I^af 0«°s Zto^dertot" UsteT 
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^Sz^z^ w,™rrXe°»fri 


Everyone with whom I have tilted after these hearings is sadly beraldemd at dns solution of die 


u ™z^^~T<r^r 


BE^^-E~£tJ^B^E^^: 


^S^"*^" r "^ 


^^^T^^^S^T^^^^^^]^ 


,"to^W^h^°d^s^L°5able 



iii Eii< (lish countryside. 

Thecostof bioremediation with natural organic material would be sufficiently econon in ;-i that a long temi mdntenanc^ tnist fund could accornpany 

such an alternative proposal and would still be half price of others. 

Thaikyuu for your continued diligencemmcoipoiating' 'iir]:i«.il>lii: ccJiK-enis. into MtuffettFielcl's H^Ji':!;.^ (!)ne, Site 29, iema:liahon record. 
Libby Lucas 
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si on September 13, 2008 Received on: September 15, 2006 

Submitted Via: E-mail submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 
i , aene .uiuie Environmental Coordinator, Navy BRAC PMO West 

Cornment 82G: I'm writing you today to voice my opinion aid o:m:em over the futiue of HsngarOneat Mof f ett Fedeial Aiifield. i an asking the Navy 
lease reconsider it recornmendation of Altem. it vet' i, removing the siding aid coating the interior surfaces as a s> 'luhon fur Hangar One. 
e bom in Mountain View, CA, and have lived in this area my entire life Hangar One and the Golden Gate Bridge are the two most significant 

historical structures that exists in this part of the country. That may not mean much to people that do not live in the Bay Area, but for those of us that do, 



The story of how Mbffett came to be is one of great pride for someone who calls this place home. During the Depression of the 193(7s, this local 
communities pulled together, sacrificed and gave when they really didnt have anything extra to bring the UmtBd States Navy to the Sunnyvale->lHuihHLii 
View area. The citizens purchased 1000 acres of wetlands for $476,065.90 and turned me riroperty ova n to the Federal government for Si on August 2, 
1931. That j ust amazing tome! It is this type of commitment, passion aid <:1 proud to welcome 

the United States Xavy into our community. The Navy built Hangar One to house the gigantic arship U.S.S. Macon in 1932 on liie laid donate:! by our 
Bay Area communities. It is a monument to innovation and service, an icon of the Peninsula, and oneof the world's largest free-standing stiuctuies. 
Around these 1000 acres of wetlaidsgrewtedinological industries, that have change the world. The tax 1 ) ■ i from lins< ommunity is very 

significant. Reportedly, Santa Clara County has over 75,000 millionaires that call this place home. It is those two reasons that the Xavy's response to our 
. ommi d dty is so very upsetting. This community sacrificed to make Moffett Field and Hangar One possibla I know its been over 75 years, but my 
family was one of those families. Itdoes matter to us! Also, niisconmiruiity pays hundreds of millions of dollars in taxes to the Federal Government 
every year. The approximately $15 million dollars we are arguing over to restore Hangar One for reuse are more thai coved arnually by the tax payers 
. if this community. 

On July SO^CCGmeNavyreleaseditsr^gineeringEvaluanons/CostAnalysisiEl. 1 U flu i ! ■■''' ■■ lecouim rids Alternative 10, which is rernovmg the 
siding aid coating the interior surfaces. The National HstoiicReservationActandSupafruid law rcxiuiie the Xavy to re-panel the hangar as part of its 
deanup. The Navy restored as many as 40 other buildings at the Moffett Field superfund site, and the only reason it was shirking its responsibility on 
Hangar One is the cost I also believe that the EE/CA has left out some very important i « >ints. The EE/CA does not include the lost to the community. 
Hangar One would be a valuable asset when restored. NASAwill also suffer a huge loss of revalue if the Hangar is not restored for reuse. Hangar One 
will generate millions of dollars in lental it will great i t l This is income back into the Federal Government 

pockets. It would more thai pay for itself in just a couple of years. This is so ridiculous that these a"guments have to be fought by taxpayais. This is a 
win win for even This community 1 j i out with regards to Hangar On& We want the Hatigar restored and reusable! 

Thei h i rl i of removing the skm aid leaving askelet n stun. aire, is that the structure will serve as a nesting area 

and giant bird house. The Hangar is next to an active Federal Airfield. Having a plane crash due to bird strikes is only a matter of time. This is not a 
small private plane airport; these are Federal aircraft, millions, i dolla m iftl lgmg to all the US military blanches This is where Air Foroe 
One lands, dris is whaeoiirXation's Astronauts fly in to train. If oneof these planes crashes, the financial loss would greatly exceed the cost of 
recovering the Hangar. 

The $15 million is such a small amount whai you look at US Xavy spending in general, or even other local restoration projects. For example, in 1999 the 
city of San Francisco spent $293 million u, .liars on therestorc-tti. nof ite< ity Hall. In 1995 the Sai Fran isco based Pacific Gas aid Electric Co 
completed a seismic ranfoioanent work toitslaidmakheadquatasbuildrngatuiecostof S178 million. Currently, the U.S. Old Mint, built San 
Francisco in 1874 restoration project is estimated at $95 million. Looking at these and odia local proiects. $15 million to give us back oui most 1*1 oved 
HangarOne is not that unreasonabla The National Trust for Historic Preservation named Hangar One to its 2008 list of America's 11 Most Endangered 



Historic Haces. Hangar One is a 20th century icon in our valley. 

I am asking the Navy to please reconsider it recommendation of Alternative 10, removing the siding and coating the interior surfaces as a solution for 

Hangar One. Please fully restore this magnificent structure for reuse for future generations. 




Written en: September 13, 2006 
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From: P. Andrew 


Subnitted Via: E mail submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 


Affiliation/AgaTcy: Public member 


ConTnent 83G: The Navy's skeleton proposal for Hanger One at Moffat Fi 


eld is short-sighted as well as comical. Hanger One should be fully restored. 
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Pro. Pon^McElfresh 


Subnitted Via: E-marl submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 
Environmental Coordinator, Navy BRAC PMO West 


Affluaticn/AgErcy: Public member 


ConTnent 84G: PLEASE leave the < Irrigible hanger alone. It is banning i« 

foi a tutuie (hopefully wiser! generation to deal with. Question: would you 

shown to be tontaminatrni i die sum binding water? 


one. I object to spending moneyed questionable projects. Leave it alone 

.strip the Statue of Liberty down to its framework if the copper sheathing was 
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Ccmrent 85G: I think removing the haza 


irSuil 


tHixSL 


SEE 


7^^Z 


EEr! 


«-■ 



Received on: September 15, 1 






Conrnent88G: Here are my comments on your latest EE/CA for Hangar One at MoffettField. Hangar One at Moffett Field isan icon for Santa Clara 
Valley. Many citizens regard the history and magnificence of this structure as an important part of our past to savor and a significant tool for education 
in the future. Nationally itis recognized as oneof the few artifacts we have left from the era of great rigid airships. The National Trust considers this 

structure so vital that it is listed on their Americas 11 Most Endangaed Historic Places. Thelush history of this hangar not only tells the story of the 

airships, but also Hangar One reminds us of the bravery and determination of our military personnel during World War' II and beyond. 

The awe from children and adults when they first enter Hangar One is a unique experience. The Hangar must be preserved to become the Bay Areas 

most interesting tourist attraction. Suggestions for a Space Museum, a Navy or Military Exhibit' u. ;-i Smithsonian West, or an Educational Carter are 

only a few of the exciting possibilities. 

Please, please, venture out of the box and be creative. There are ways of restoring this Hangar. Akron, Ohio did it, so why can't it be done herein 

Silicon Valley? Has the Alaun Hangar restoration projects been investigated? And I see no reference to the proposal for a Teflon coating (similar to the 

Shoreline Amphitheater). Has that process been studied':' The structure with' 'lit a covering would only l»:omem eyesore aid neqvuie eventual 



demolition. The maintenance for the Harigarvifhoi.it the skrrn v. uld be expensive and difficult Tearing off the skin and leaving the metal frame 
exposed to the dementsjust doesn't make sense and is illogical. On alternatives #5 and #3, 1 find it ironical that you mention die fact that the color of 
tlie siding might not be the same color as ihe original siding and would not meet the Secretary of Interior's Standards. Yet it doesn't seem to botheryou 
that leaving just a metal frame would be a much greater alteration. You even go further to say the Navy would "coat the steel frame with a protective 

o 'aim; j.. the' oloi i siding to minimize the vis.xi.al changes". This is ridiculous! The Hangar without its siding would be an eyesore 

andsovisxially clianged that it won'; lie, in affront to the citizens of the Bay Area and it would leave the Historic District in a ludicrous state. History 

will not be land to the Navy if tiie Hangar is left to rot, erasing oiu" significant early technology and military lust. ory. Take die high road and make 

Hangar One anrament! n is stii i< ti ire the Xavy can be proud of. 

Gayle Frank 

1117NorstadSt 

San Jose, CA 95128 



tai on: September 13, 2006 
x William Gere 
iatiotVAgaicy: Public member 
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I grew up in the shadow of Hangar One. Each d 
accomplishment that it represents. It inspired m 
miles away. Hangar One is no less important at 



y I would look at this magnificent structure and be awe struck by the awesome power, creativity, and 
as a young boy, ;.-ti j ■ 1 still does when I g.azeupon it from tlie "dish trail" in Stanford, some six and a half 
.con than tlie Go! lie i Gate Bridge, die St. Louis An h, ■ r die Empire State Building, ..audit deserves to \>e 
pieserved. The ''skeleton" vision proposed by the Navy, while it maybe well intended, fails to protect, iiiaiiitiam, aiidhoii.ij this important part of ou 

s history. Any solution must ultimately satisfy three goals. First, the toxic iemedation, second, the structure must tetain the visual look and Feel of 
the original, and third, tlie hangar must be utilized for an aviation purpose. Regarding the first point all proposal swill remediate the toxic presence. As 
for visual appeal, covering with modem pi • i laterals, or even polished titanium, as some have suggested, fail to retain tlie original look 

and should bediscarded. Our desire is not to create a new icon, but to renovate and preserve our history. Third, suggestions for futuie use as a conference 
and even a water park should be passed over as they divert the hangar from its place in history. The removal of the exterior of the 
■ .diasfi, ^Iv.rK-jii^'th': nature, use, and appearance so that it is no longer a hangar. If the extenoi r I ,ti t { h Hrt\ were removed 
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ConmEnt88G: This is to let you kno 


w that Ian 


a veiy close neighbor of Moff 


tt Field and Hangar One, and I am not in f 


(vor of keeping Ha 


igarOne; 














My reasons are several; firstly, it blod 


is our view 


of the Bay. As a bird lover I a 


m distressed that pollutants such as PGB ar 


e washing off the b 


uilding. 


polluting the nearby marsh and contan 


mating th 


soil. 








Hangar One is an ugly, derelict decaying buildir 


g that has had its day. I don't v 


rant the Navy to spend anymore money on 


t expect to remove 


it and 


deal with the contamination of both 11 


e air and* 


il. 
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d for all to experience its beauty and wonder for years to come. Thank you, sir, for I 
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r 8 """" 1 **"' 


■*- 


odeg^tio 


ntooccwisnotasolution- 


„yo„ content 


me contamination is 


One more voice telli 


gii.eNavytople 


-""""i—* 


eletoi 


but to leave 


HangarOneasacovenidsti 


ictuie. 
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Conrnent 9LG: Reese, please see tiiat the Moffett Field Inborn al hat i< fer 1-, restored to a useful manorial for our area. I have lived here SOyears aid 
always noted Moffett history, and we citizens need our history to direct us in the future. Do notjust leave an ugly skeleton — give us a finished building 
of which to be proud. 
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Conrnent SBG: At the public Meeting o 


lA 


igust26,2008. 


learned to Navy's s 


jlulion to Motfett Fields Hangar I envi 


omne 


tal problem and was 






























y^ is mttier disheartening. It is my ho 




»t the Navy w,l 


look into a solution 


thatwiU leave Hangarl intact to be use, 


Ibytl 


e community that loves 


As an aviator tot has Down my ainnaft , 




„ the walls of H 


angail.Idohopett, 


t Hangar I will be restored 






Jeanne Anson 














Hot AirBalloon Pilot commeirial 
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Conirient93G:Iwishtocommentcnthe]Slavy'spropcsedplantoremovePCBandofc mHanga i f loffettRdd 

TheNavy'spropceedsolutionisincompleteandinadetiuate. Removing the t-u l[ 1 I j -ifiamewill render 

die hangar as usdess for futme adaptive i^iseopportiuiities. When NASA agreed to take over tiieUSXaval AirStati' n Sunnyvale Xational Historic 
District in l&M from the Navy, the expectation was that the pro] i 1 idni t!i 1 il l:e unutilized. XASA invested heavily in a 

development plan thai : included Hangar! )neasaies:aiieefc^Hmulhplenumberof programs. These programs included community outreach for local 
school children i the J awn project), earth clay events, XASA open house for the community ar shoves, aerospace and technology conferences, heritage 



development, short term rental of the hangar for corporate events. Income rent received from many of these events was applied to defray the 

of the entire historic district When the hangar was put into a state of Jock clown in 2002, X4SA was denied the opportunity access the 
hangar and also the stream of income mat w'as previously available to maintain tire entirBliistoric district at Moffett Field,. This loss of income represents 
a "cost of loss opportunity" that X4S4 has suffered as a result of a defective property that the Navy conveyed to X4SA in 19£4. NASA, is due 
compaisation from the Navy for this loss of income aid also for the other imi>a<:ts that have resulted from the Xavy's inability to bung resolution to tins 
problem in over the past 6years. This factorwas not included in theNavy's tiiiiiiiiTenni [Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EFVCA) report. 
The Navy has not complied with substantive provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act with the solution currently being 
proposed. The Navy is not resected from funding the reading of Hi- hangar under provisions of me Comprehensive Environmaital Response, 
Compensation &Liabil 1 ty ;■■ ERi 1A) regulations, a fact that tire Xavy ison flieiecoid for confirming. The Navy h.ssi h 'stii not to reside Hangar < -i!";^ 
a decision of preference. By not ret in n rig tliehangartoastatew^iereitcanlieadaphvely reused, the hangar will be left in a condition that will quickly 
degrade the unprotected hangar structure from weather and birds. The aid result of this incomplete solution will 1 e lire decay and destruction of the 
hangar. The Navy's actions will result in a total loss of historic integrity of the hangar. Loss of historic integrity is an undertaking that does not conform 
to substantive compliance with provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act Substantive compliance with the NHPA is required by the Xavy 
under the authority provided by CEP. 1 LA f< >r res. living aivironmental contamination issues associated with national historic districts. 
Michael Makinen 
851 University Ave 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 
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: Jeff Segall 



ConmEnt 93G: My o 



offett Field, Hangar 1 


are foci 


ems how differently ti 




itii,Site25,theEaste 




(Superfuud) process 


>ecause 



proposed remedies included significant and presumably costly restoration measures necessary so that the sites could be beneficially used or would allow 
for thei r reasonably i ntended future use. 

For Site 29, Hangar 1, the Navy has taken the position that it is not obligated to restore the Hangar because that involves reuseand reuse is not its 
responsibility. It is hard for me to square that stance with the Navy's admirably planned and executed restoration of The Northern Channel, Site 27. Nor 
his seem consistent with the Navy's plans to restore Site 25, the EasteniEhl^lVfersh, to a deanup standard consistent wimtiaywetiaiicb. which 

itis clear that the Navy could have saved money on its remediation of Site 27 by just trucking a%\ay the contaminate' I soils, leaving the Northern 
( Channel a mess, a icl maintaining that making the Northern Ohamel usealdeftiri^intavirig^raterfiDinTIotYett.aiclsuibHliJetVir^viltllifeli.^atatviiHsa 

s issue" and therefore NASA's responability. Why is the negative impact of the Navy's proposed remedy, leaving the Hangar as askdeton, on the 
reasonably anticipated rouse of Hangar 1 nn An un is clearly doi uinente:lin thepubh' record, less idevant mar tiieaiticipated 

ure uses of Sites 25 and 27? 

s hard for me to escape the conclusion that the difference in how reuse is bang considered by tire Navy fi ir Site 2! I as opposed to Sites 25 and 27 has 
s to do with the facts involved in each site or the applicable laws but instead is simply a matter of money and what the Navy bdieves it can get away 
with. This bang the case, tin- .' 1 ilcll hone md tateth '- j ur However, itwould be useful toknowwhatcriteriatheNavy uses to make that 
judgmait. 

The theme of hidden judgments about costs u hii xnnment, which concerns the Navy's repeated statements that the preferred 

Alternative 10, without full lustorical mitigation, complies with all Applicable' i" RelevcHiit and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS). These ARARs 
irrclude the National Historic Preservation Act and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The Navy 1 s positioi 



dieXa\y'sieasoningon this mate' that directly impacts i 
inconvenient? 


_ Does the Navy consider the estimated $14.9M 


^ost of full restoration prohibitive, or just 


In closing, I commend die Xavy for reconsidering its initial recommendation to destroy Hangar 1. 1 .also appreciate tire opportunity to conn 

EE/CA, and look forward to die Xavy's \v< irkii'ii i with XASA a id member*. ■ ■!"" die community in restoration and reuse of Hangar 1, which 

part of the Navy' s history and a Bay Area landmark. 

JeffSegall 

655 California Street 

M--I..I ii.'u.' S 'Hull 


rrentonthis 
s important 


matter is that the issue of reuse was ac 


"i'eSX.^'iSisF^'s SaSK^^slb 


merit letter, Ihese details are not ii 


:X - 
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ASiliauortAgency: Public member 


ComrentSBG: I concurwith the comment of Mike Makinen below: 






I wish to comment on Hie Navy's proposed plan to remove PCB and other contamination from Hangar C 


neatMoffettHeld. 




SSSSSssSS^S^S^SSr 


r-ss 


■§ 



lepresents a "cost of low opportunity" thatXASA h^s surfeit! ;.hs a result of adefe five property that the Xa.y conveyed toXASAm 19 )4. XASAis 
due compensation from the Xavy f r this loss of income aid also for the other impacts that have resulted from the Navy's inability to bring resolution 
to this proMan in oveirthe past 6 years. This fa: tor was not include in tlieN;^T l !7.EngineeriiKfEvaluatioii/'(!;ost.AniFilyisis (EE/CAi report. 
The Navy lias not complied with substantive provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act with the solution currently being 
proposed. The Navy is not restricted from funding the residing of the hangar under provisions of the Comprehensive Envirorrmental Response, 
Compensation i$c Liability (CERCLA) regulations, a fa t that the Xavy is on the record foi eonfi lining. The Xavy has chosen not to reside Hangar One 
as a decision of preference; By not returning the hangar to astate where it can be adaptively reused, the hangar will be left in a condition that will 
quickly degrade the unprotected hangar structure fir >m weather aid birds. The end result of this incomplete solution will be die decay and destruction 
of the hangar. The Navy 'sa< nous will iesultinatot.il loss of historic integrity of the hangar. Loss of historic integrity is an undataking that does not 
conform to substantive compliance with provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act. Substantive compliance with the NHPA is required by 
the Navy under the authority 1 irovide 1 by CERCLA for resolving environmental contamination issues associated with national historic districts. 

Karen Hoi man 

Palo Alto, CA 
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Comment 98G: I am writing to support til 


, demolition ofHangarO 


e. 








I have followed the public debate over the 


ate of the hangar for seve 


,J yeai 


s, and 


object to its praseivaSon for two reasons: 
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valionofa 
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;r: 


H 


^'totoUc^ltogSernnlBrurtooMoT 


— » — 


MerioP.uk CA 
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Comment *:J7G: Thislettei ispui"sua"ittoyaii"i"«[ueittbrfoiinal comments fa" the fate of Hanger 1 - Moffett Field. I would like to discuss some 
practical, historic, aid proven insight on some solutions to save Hanger 1. Our company performed the remediation and coatings on the Akron Airdock 
last year. The Akron Airdock is a min"or image of Hanger J. It had much of the same, "issues" in terms hazardous material contained in tiie original 

The costs and technology expressed in the report "ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS REVISION 1 dated July 30, 2008 may have 
been valid at the time, but since an actual remediation on basically the same structure con lpn sing of the same elements, has been performed. Costs 
comparatively, have been much less and we believe would be much less thai die sti u hi ndit ated for Hangar 1. These cost savings to keep Hangar 1 in its 
entirely, would comprise of some of the Akron Airdock's historical data of remediation such as: techniques of remediation, access and increased 
production of difficult areas, products/ new coatings in which have been proven, and other exterior options. These comparative savings would also take 
into account, cost increases in products, the i liffeienhal in labor from East to West coast as well .as operation and maintenance (O&M). In the Akron 
Airdock Remediation, strict verification of safety, sampling, testing including air n toni taring in accordance with PEL under a third party, as well as EPA 
guidelines, were all cf « uniented dunng aid after remediation. As an aid result, the superstructure is nowrendered adeem habitable building with almost 

As you know, H idle Akron Airdock in terms of some of die recent exterior improvements. The Akron Airdock has been layeredwth 

a nil i erized material. Hangar 1 was recendy coated with a quickly degradating coating system. Recentiy we have been in talks with Lockheed > fartin b i 
i a ii ic e ti leir long-term O&M exterior costs of the Akron Airdock. This specific product mentioned would also do exactly what Hangar 1 would need. 
This product would provide along sendee life in which would encapsulate all harmful contaminants, and would cost significantiy less thai all of your 
estimates. The most important facet of this product and if s company, is tha^itwroildconie with a 25-yea n woraily, which would include labor and 
material for that duration as well as an option for warranty extension upon added service. This would significantly reduce O&M costs to nealy nothing 
on the exterior, and would also be well below both the interior and exterior estimates provided in the study to keep die total building in it's entirety, and 
more in line with option 10 (removal of si ding coating of exposed surfaces) & 11 (total demolition). 
There i s more at stake than to j ust save a hi stori c structure. This stmdiire niay be very important to nationdse 

1 i t t ii 1 rs. Theabili -u 



nine" information from this piogiyin, HAA would ].<ei mcial in doing just that. The HAA program would require a west coast docking facility. Would it 

not make sense to destroy soinetlimg that is then 1 * and very viable (once remediated), only to build anew structure at the cost of much more millions to 

taxpayer, rather than leme.kating the exist ng? Not only that, but imagine the new job cieatr 'iitliat would l:inng to tlie area as a docking station. 

As the Xavy moves forward, it would be prudent to ponder these issues, (A) National Security, (B) Job Creation. (C) Historic Reservation. If you have 

any questions or require any further information, please fell free to contact me at any time regarding any of the information I might have, to help yi n i and 

your counterparts come to a decision. In tire meantime, I am thanking you in f -i your anticipated courtesies and co-operation in this very important 

matter to our country. I remain. . . 

Paul Thomarios 

THOMARIOS(r) 

One Canal Square Plaza 

Akron, Ohio 443C6 

Phone: (330)670-9900 

www.thomari os.com 
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Ccranent 99G: As a light rail rides: I 


^SXS^ e, ™ , " !Blto!top,t 


wiU^lnanmtereaingwtodo 
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epasttommyVTAwmciow. 
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n Hie Navy's proposal fe 



ethePCB 



from Haugai" One, but not to replace the siding o 



ComnaTt 1COG: This note is a 

otherwise enclose the structure. 

This proposal is not acceptable In Naval terms, it would be like baking the hull off a ship and then re-launching itwitiiout [Kitting on a new hull. We all 
know what would happen. The remediation must meet the spirit and the letter of the environmental and historical regulations. It should also reflect the 
Navy's pride in their achievements and dedication to doing the right thing, even when it is difficult 

This lemaikable and nreplaoeaLleburlding deserves a second chance. Once tiie contoi i iiii.ili '/ii i^ L^ii^^ "eel arid tiieliEuigaiTsiecoveiecl, this California 

Landmark aid U.S. Navy historic roun will l>e;a shining example of akaptrve re-use. At the sane tim il ill ntinuei Mm ton of tlie U.S. Navy 
and the i Lays of "lighter thai air". 



: rferold Carlson, CDR, USN (Ret) 



SubnittedVia E 



FonrterC.O.VA-195-Tigei5/Dam Busters-Korea Environmental Ooon.lmator, Xavy BRA< PM< 'West 






CorrmEnt 101G: I strongly recommend lest .ration of Hangar 1 at Moffett. It is ai irreplaceable monument to Xaval Aviation. Washington has ah 
done enough damaye m wiping out virtually ;h11 of the military facilities in tlie Bay Area NASA could also contribute having received a lot of real e 

.tfrl I lllUllK|. I'MII l|l '•.!',» •-II III • I.'JI. I .I.-A1I.J H\S Ml -I I . II I I.Jil 
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From: Robb Moore 
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Comment 1G8G: Good grief! ! You're proposing stripping Hanger One (at Moffett Field) of his skin and then letting the poor old g 

naked?!! Whafsthematterwithyou?!! Haveyounoshane?!! Don'tcloit!! Plan aid simple. 
Honor Spitz 
Mountain View, CA. 
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Conrment 1043: I am sending you fins it 

This is the only email system that I have a 

Moffett Field. 

Hangar One is one of the only historic sites one sees during adrive on Route 101, or during a return flight to Ihe Bay Area on commercial aircraft, 

airoutetoSFO. 

It is a reminder that, indeed, Silicon Valley has a history — one that pre-dates the computer revolution of the 1970s and 1960s. 

During World War II, my father was in the U.S. Xavy, taming to tea pilot in 1944. He, and many ■ i his generation, flew in the Bay Area, including 

A lane: la Field andM ffett Field. Of course, die hangar housed giant zeppelins/dirigibles, some of which were lost at sea. That is also part of our history 

here in Silicon Valley. 

Fi ir f; ie : hildien of the Bay Area, maintaining and restoring Hangar One will be a visible reminder of this past, and it could be an educational site for the 

fun lie Many < hildren live entirely in the present, and aie not aware of the past events that occurred exactiy where they live right now. 

The price tag that was describee! in the press repeats, about Sl.Ti million, could liejustified in tarns of the educational impact and community even 

could take place there, over the next 15-20years. 

For all of these reasons, I would like to hope that you, and your committee, carefully consider how to best preserve Hangar One for generations tc 

Heaseletmeknowwhal I can do to help with Ihis restoration/preservation effort 

Jean S. Bozman 

Research Vice President 

International Data Corp. 

155 Bovet Road, Suite 800 

San Mateo, CA 94402 

650-350-6429 (office) 

650-814-9097 (cell)) 



II 650-4241135 (home office) 



Submittal Via t 



iatiorVAgaicy: Public member 



Conment 1CE3G: My name isjohn Teny. I live in E 
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Ccranent 106G: I am wilting to request that 


flreNavyr^pecttneconce, 


„ of me community and preserve Hangar One. Tins strncim. 


rs a commumty 


Please preserve Hangar One. 
















Sanjose,CA 
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a structural skeleton that would be mercilessly exposed to the dements and rushed to deterioration. I believe the Navy should do a total and complete 

• li.iill|i M'JI ' M-.I..I ill I IIkx.Ii in Inn imIIiixv. lilm I il .'-I I 
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CoturKiit 1C9G: The Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PA 1 i-SJ) lias gone on record as- opposed to dieXavy's proposed demolition of Hangar 

One at the fonner U.S. Xaval Air Station Sunnyvale. We have expressed our concern to our local Congressional delegation a -A I an n >n\cirdiri< [ our 

comments to you as well . 

On July :'A the US. Navy Base Realignment and Closure Commission released its recommaKlahoofoiMemovinghazaidcmsniateiiiHl'-hiciiflaiig;^ : : n--'. 

As concerned Califomians and historic preservationists feared, the Navy has chosen to remove the contaminated exteiior sheathing of the hangar, coa 

the underlying skeleton, can Heave the massive building a shell. 

Completed in 1932 to house Navy dirigibles, Hangar One is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Hangar One is an important part of 

California and the nations aviation and military history as well as a rare, irreplaceable resource. Contamination from chemical pollutants discovered h 

2(X)3renda , edHan f-n >neun i 1 1 i i ed ! i nig the environmental hazard fn in the structure. Continued concern over 

potential fate of Hangar One led the National Trust for Hist 'rid "reservation t 'listthebuildingasoneof Amenea's li Mist Endangered Historic Places 

this year. 

We find the .:■, ■ s proper ■! soluti< m to remove hazadousmatends from Hangar One and leave the building a skeleton to not be axej.u-jjl-. We 

undastand that aivironmaital hazads present at Hnnga" One must be raiiediated, l:iut the hi stone: value aid reuse options for the hangar should not lie 

destroyed or compromised in the piwesswhai viable altaiiatives exist The Navy's current plaitu lanove H.Hiiga - (line's exterior sheathing and all 

makes reuse of Hangar One diffi cult aid does not fulfill what we believe is die Navy's responsibility to minimize ham to the hi stone 
leave die hai< [arm a usable < < amlitic >n. 
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Fran: Jim Cheny, Executive Director 
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Submitted Via L 



(AMA) 



associations in the world. Currently our membership is more than 150,000 members with Bob Brown 2,500 chartered clubs. The Academy was 

es.t.ablis.hed m 193 ■- We are a (3 tL(cH3) not-for-profit organization. Our fa lhty has IJWaaes where our meinbeis come to fly aid compete in many 

diff emit values of aeiomodelmg Our fa ility : also includes Hie National Model Aviation Museum, me \TOiid's largest model aviation musarm. 

It is my understanding that flieie lias been a proposal to restore the dirigible hangar at Moffett Field. The Academy is in full support of the restoration. 

We have a number of members who use the facility on a regular basis to hold regional events that quality them as team members to compete at a worid 

championship level. 

I am most familiar with tire BRAC process. Restoration of the dirigible haigarw^uid be away to give back to the community. The hangar could provide 

both direct and indirect employment, create tourism, and be an overall boost to the area. There are many opportunities that could be realized by restoring 

the hangar. 

Aeromodeling has been around for years and is much a part of history as well as a big part of the future! Please allow Hangar One a chance to be part of 

the future! 

Thank you in advance for your considerdion! 
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o stand. It is a beautiful and magnificent piece of functional architecture that has left many adults' and child's mouths hanging open. 
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AffiliatfcxVAcjgTcy: Friends of SpaceWorld 


Conmentll2G: I write on behalf of the Friends 


of SpaceWorid (formeriy 


California Air and Space Center), a community grassroots organiz 


Jtionthat 










Silicon Valley, who is concerned with saving icoi 


c elements of tire region' 


history for fuhire generations. 




I appreciate the effort that the Navy has put into a 


nsideration of alternative- 


for addressing the contamination of Hangar One at M off ett Field. 


Iwas 


















little more than demolishing the hangar without th 


e public spectacle of razin 


g the building. 




The Navy claims that its responsibility is to remo\ 


e the source of contamina 


doa not to restore the facility to a usable condition. This claim is t 


asedona 


























support structure intact? While these examples ma 


y seem ridiculous, they an 


i the functional equivalent of the Navy 1 s recommendation for Han 


jar One. 


At Moffett Field, previous cleanups of the natural 


environment have inc ] i u i- 


d restoration, involving bringing in sulDstantial amounts of material 


and 
















decontaminated and put hack into a useable condi 


1011? If so, why rs tlus not 


seen as a requirement for Hangar One? 




I understand that the Navy- s estimate of the cost o 


f replacing the siding is bs 


sed on two separate projects— Alternative 10 to remove the siding- 


„ and an 


















contaminated sidings have been removed, fhisis 


aeheved to be mucli less e 


spensive than the alternatives considered by the Navy. The Navy s 


loirld 
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evaluate this alternative. 

If Alternative 10 is implemented, it will leave an unusable structure. This structure will be difficult to restore, Miice restoration will not be part of the 

design of the decontamination prqj ecL The Navy delivered Hangar One to NASA in 1994 as a building that could be, and was, used for a wide variety of 

purposes. Itwas closed due to contamination that is the responsibility of riie Navy. Addressing this contamination by leaving an enormous skeleton, 

usableforlituel^xo:! the nesting of birds, and destined for destruction by decay, isanabaiidoimi.-iil" iiHieX.^ysiBsiraiisibility. 

Separating removal from replacement of the siding will greatly increase costs. Once the scaffolding and infrastructure is in place to remove the 

contaminated siding, itwill be substantially less expensive to replace it than to remove the scaffolding and then reinstall it at a future date. An integrated 

removal/replacement prqj ect would be far more cost effective than the suggestion incorporated in the Navy' s proposal . 

The suggestion that a future tenant will replace thecovering is probably unrealistic. The hangar is so large that it is extremely unlikely that itwill be 

utilized by a single tenant. More likely, it v-.j] 1 be shared by a nun iber of tenants — but none would have the resources to cover the hangar; and none would 

commit to moving in if itwas not covered ai lassie chii ken-and-egg dilemma. The increased costs due to separation of removal and replacement of the 

siding exacerbates this problem. 

Finally, Hantjar ' 'ne is an important part of the lnstoiy of not only the San Francisco Bay Area, but also of the Navy. I would hope that the Navy would 

embrace this history, and want to preserve it for future generations in Ik K recommendation, complete the project, and return 

Hangar One to a usable condi ti on. 



Written en: September 9, 2006 






Received ort September 9, 








Frcm: LouGirods 






SubrrittedVia: Comments 


SSSvTbR 


°™o 


ivtt 1 


Afnliatian/AgErKy: Public member 


Conrnent 113G: Bom in the 193(j s, I ha\ 


ebeenanachnirei-o 


Hangar land I v. 


ould like to see die complete iss 


torationsuchas 


«asdoneti 


> the sister 


Hangar in Akron, Ohio. 














I am certain that rouse of the Hangar can be 


found by die many 


irilliant individual 


s found in the Bay Area. 






















7864 Belknap Drive 














Cupertino, CA 















EVALUATION/COST 



Received on: September 1, '. 






Conmsnt 114G: .4s ai advocate for tiie historic preservation of Hangar* hie, I urged US \a\yEE/CA hearing oV26yC8 to not only retail the frane (Alt 
10) but to return a protective exterior "skin" to the hangar. RAB Board Chair Bob Moss spoke of anewly developed coating now being used on a similar 
hangar in Akron, Ohio (see Alts 3, 4, aid "i. Ruther information from Akron indicates tiiis coating successfully contains the contaminants. Also 
vacuuming the surface is a more efficient method of cleaning and containing the surface contaminants than pressure washing. I "sing vacuuming on the 
wh Je interi or aid exterior of the hangar wod d greatiy reduce the amount of tccdc waste to be transported from me site to a sdtable disposal site. 
Leaving the building whole would also not necessitate the re-location of the major dectrical and mechaiiical station witiiin the hangar. The ne^ 
solution provides for the following: 

Safe containment of contaminants 

Reduced costs 

Greater protection of the environment of adjacent areas and San Fran isco :Bay 

Excellent preservation of a National Register Historic Landmark 
\ I urge the Navy t 'accept this alternatives. 
L. Betii Bunnenberg 
2351 Ramona Street 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 
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YViittMian:Sq-.tmJ:>er9,20C6 


Received on: September 15 


2008 


From: BillWissd 


StibmttedVia: Letter subr 


I^B^MO^it 8 ^ 


AffiuatiorVAgaTcy: Save Hangar One Committee 


Conment 115G: I amwriungtoiequestthatyoureOTnsidertheiecormnendatioi 


for removal of the outer skin o 


the historic Hangar One at former 








Tlie internal frame work and structures contained inside the hangar were never inb 


aided to be exposed to the elen 


ents and are not designed to withstand 




















process that will lead to demolition by neglect 






As you have heard in the public hearings, there is a similar hangar in Akron, Ohio 


with virtually die identical coa 


ang, which lias been restored at a 


fraction of the Navy cost estimates. The Akron hangar is now in complete use, wi 


1 people accessing on a routine 


basis. 


I am confident that you are aware of the emotional attachment and heritage that th 


3 local community feels for this 


landmark Hangar One. Hundreds of 


residents and military veterans have spoken up at public hearings and expressed th 


eir commitment to Hangar One 




Again, I ask that you please reconsider your recommendation to include residing c 


f the hangar. 




The Navy is doing a spectacular- job of fully restoring the wet lands and wildlife aj 


eas surrounding Moffett Field, 


ncluding the reintroduction of native 


animals to the restored habitats. I ask that the Navy complete their obligation and 


ully restore Hangar- One in that 


same spirit 


Thankyou foryorrrtime and attention. 






15140rtole Avenue 






Sumryvale, CA <*OB7 
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Writtoi en: September 13, 2008 Received on September 15, 2008 


t, n tt j. Submitted Via: Letter siibmitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 
From: InomasK. riart . RRirPunworf 


ASiliatiorVAgaTcy: Public member 


ConmaTt 116G: Tlie proposal of stripping down Hangar 1 at Moffett NAS down to its mere skeletal frame, in order to remove all the asbesto 


and 


other pollutants and do not restore it to original structural integrity is unacceptable and not a viable option. 




Such a monstrosity would be hideous to look at another eye soar in an urban area of four million people and it would be disrespectf id to a histo 


ical icon 






1, which is one of the greatest icons of that war in the Bay Area. 




At Moffett NAS, when itwas known as Moffett Field, my own father's Navy unit prepared there before they shipped out to the South Pacific d 


■ring 










Moffett NAS, Alameda NAS, and Mare Island Naval Station were very important in the United States Navy" s efforts in die Pacific Theater dun 


ng World 






and thus freeing the Pacific Ocean areas and Asia from their dictatorial domination during WWII . 




The ONLY RIGHT THING AND DECENT THING TO DO would be for the United States Navy to remove the asbestos and pollutants and re; 


■tore 


Hangar 1 to its original prominence. 




If the Navy itself or the Department of Defense do not have the funds designated for such a project, then by all means 'think outside of the box- 


and 






refurbishing of this historical landmark and 'do what is necessary- . 




All of citizens in the region have contacted these three federal representatives numerous times on this issue and they said they would ' go to bat 


orir. 


I know your role, purview and pay grade in this situation is to solely review the design plan and not Ihe politics of it but Hie only acceptable out 


»meis 


SlLf ^^^^to^^o^ ^to LkmTca^ f ° ll0Wil19 ^^ "^ M * Colloquialism <aU PETA membelS remember - m * OJ ^ 




U funding a full restoration iTthe prohteZ toL kick the problem upstairs to the folks who do the legislative relations for the Navy and contact 


he two 


senators and one congressman mentioned above and request that they put a funding package together. 
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'Jnce aijain, just" leaving the skelet.iil Lemains would be horrible aid disrespectful for all those involved. Saying that tins ncli ilou i h 

availableor'realistic' optionisway bdowtheabili^,intElligence,creanvityandfinetiadin I 

I niean^s with no disiespectbutwithabluntstrai^it-up opinion butto say that the Navy's only 'good option' ittoleaveFkngarl as a morbid skeleton 

would be nothing more than a flat-out lie. Weknowthrii ou sn i fab d much ■vi'iethai that Yon guysafeway better thanthat! 

Inclosing, I know that this does not sound appropriate in an urbane, sophisticate! region of tb ■onntiy that tends to be, unfortunately, way left of center 
(the San Francisco Bay Aiea) but I would like to paraphrase Lar\ ui ' ! i n-itoei meais necessay, get die funding, do the environmental 

I it Hie money into Hie total restoration of Hangar l,mal il > t er done!" 

Thai -l 1 tter :1 Bless America!! 

Thomas R Hart 
650 Tiffany Drive 
EHlister, CA 95023 
831-637-1819 
hiiaitijfi nxketmail.com 



k September 15, 2006 



Cindy Heitzmai 



Commart 117G: OnMnh f I I I I i I 

lent on Hie Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, Revision 1, for Installation Restoration Site 29, Haiga n 1 Former Naval Air Statio] i N loffett 
Field, Moffett Freld, California (E I ■ i i-is pledged to seek the expertise of interested parties to ensure that the substantive requirements of 

the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 C.F.R, Part 800 are adequately addressed (EE/CA at 3-20). 






i.iply ).. 



(ifuiivrs 
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generations. The Navy' s preferred alternative stops far short of preservation and does not properly analyze the costs c 

Background 






nolish Hangar One pursuant to a 


non-time critical r 


lty Act (CERCLA) in May 2006 




jar's siding. That proposal gener 


ated widespread or 



The National Trust is a private, nonprofit oi^amzauon chartered by Congress in 1949 to promote publn: participation in die preservation of our nation'' 
heritage, and to further the historic preservation jxilicy of the United States. See 16 U.S. C. § 463. With the strong support of more than 283,003 
members, including more than 29,000 members in California, the National Trust works to protect significant historic sites and to advocate historic 
s a fundamental value in programs and policies at all levels of government The National Trust has seven regional offices around the 
country, including our Western Office in San Francisco, California, which is si>«ifioally responsive t preservation concerns in California 
The California Preservation Foundation is a private, i^;i}at Tit membership-based organization, founded 33 years ago to educate and advocate for the 
preservation of hist do and cultural si tes throughout California. As the National Trust's Statewide Partner m California, we nominated Hangar One to the 
National Trust for Historic Reservation's 11 Most Endangered Historic Races in 2008. 
A. Alternative 10 Contains .an Inaccurate .and Incomplete Estimate of Oasts 

Several costs associated with the Navy's proposal to leave Hangar One's frame exposed have been neglected in the Navy's analysis. The structure 
is visually prominent because of its siding, doors, and windows. With these features removed there are very serious safety hazards and potential 
liabilities that die Navy will pass on to NASA, its current owna\ NASA has provided no guarantees that it will be able to restore the structure 
once the Xavy' s removal action is complete. 
1 - Air Traffic Hazard : Leaving the hangar' s exposed frame will drastically reduce its visibility, posing a greater risk to flights entering ai u i 
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this air traffic hazard. This approval could result in substantial additional costs for necessary lighting uhidiworMcreateadditional adverse 

impacts to the historic fabric of this buil< liny and the historic district. 

At ii litu mally, there .are seii< >us Si ifety risks to pilots as the exposed frame is likely to become a roosting or" nesting si 

is located on the edge of the Pacific Hyway, ante i corridor fa migratory birds. Measures may be required to add 

the nearby air field. 

2. Seismic Vulnerability: Hangar One was originally constructed to meet 1932 building codes. Since that time mo 



litigation: The Xavy has the responsibility to leave Hangar One a useable structure. By leaving a frame of the 



hangar to its current owner, the Navy has not fulfilled its substantive responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to the Historic District. Table 5-2 .if the EE/CA states that it would cost tire Xavy an additional $14.91 
million to re-cover the hangar with siding and replace its windows and doors. This is the bare minimum of what we consider appropriate 

mitigation. The \avy i \< ies in it } novide a breakdown of these expenses or explain why oris or other reconstruction efforts have not been included 

among feasible alternatives. 

Moreover, it is likely that the cost of reapplying the sheathing would be substantially less if coordinated with the removal action. The 

infrastructure necessary to remove the siding, windows, and doors of the : hangar should be used to reapply a new visually- similar exterior. 

Without such coordination, the Navy leaves an excessive burden to NASA and the taxpayers. 
B. Environmental Restoration Requires Structural Restoration 

We realize that this removal action is driven by an attempt to prote:t the public from hazardoi is mat i - i up puiy prioritized the 

environmental component of restoration at the expense of history. True lestorati' 'iirequ 1 i n ninent t Ins contaminated in 

a useable foim. Instead, the Xa\y intends to impose an immense liability on its cuirentowrier to lc<ate a future tenantwilling to iebiiildHangai n One's 
exterior and interior. Witti its historic mteyntvs' .seriously diminishe:!, wewony that it will be wenmnie costly m the fumie to rwive Hangar One's 
unigue arclritectunsl style ■ ■■[ i the fr.ai i le that remains. 
0. Tire Commuirity Supports Full Restoration of Hangar One 

There is strong conu.i!!.!! hit suppoitfoi lestC'rahon. It is the community's interest to have a building that is intact and useabla As state:! by T "S. 
Representative Anna G. EshooinaJunel6, 20C8 letter to the Secretary of the Xavy "the hangar is woith far more than fin- funds needed to save it" 
This letter was signed by 12 members of Congress. 
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While the Xavy considered "community acceptance" part of its evaluation aiteiia in thermae:! EE/C A, it is ■ lea" that there is little community 

support for leaving just the hangar's frame. At the Navy's August 26 public meeting, "most of the roughly 45 people who signed up to speak., .called 

on the Navy to fully restore the hansr.ii, not leave it a 'bmls ayeY'^ Since the Navy caipi"' vicleno certainty that the hangar will l:e restored, Al if-ininve 

10 does not satisfy the community' s concerns. 

D. It" is Unclear How Navy Intends to Comply with NHPA and the Secretary' s Stani Ian Is 

The Navy claims that mitigation measures in Alternative 10 "would be performed to substantively comply with NHPA and the Secretary of the 

Interior's Staiidards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 C.F.R, Part 68) (EE/CAat4-39.) It is not clear to us how the Navy intends to achieve 

1. Compliance with NHPA 
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It remains unclear how die Navy intends to satisfy the Secretary's Standards. These standards cover the Reservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, 
and Reconstruction of Hst> 'lie Structure*.. There is no indicati' n that the Navy intends to do anything which complies with these Standards at 
Hangar ( hie. Tlierefore, specific standards that will be utilized need to be addressed. We do expect, however, that HAER documentation will be 
conducted by qualified historic preservation professionals and that an Hso ric Strut lures Report will be prepared. 
1 ■■■■In- ■■ ■ ■■ 



l September 15, 2008 



Affiliation/Agency: 



and future usage of Hangar One at Moffett Field is an important iss ne for Ihe pe :ii'eof the Bay Area. In 1926, the Bay 

Area community raised almost half a million clolb.Hr>. t >pun: hasel,TX)a<: res of prime farmland because of a collective and a heartfelt wish toseethi 
local establishment of the Air Base that would piovisi' a .a' 1 1 house tlie West Coast reconnaissance blimp. 
The land whs accepte:! by the government, and a token payment of one dollar saw the Moffett Field Naval Air Station established. By 1932, Hangar One 
was nearing completion and a crowd of 100,000 packed the bayside fields to watch the arrival of sister ship, the USS Akron as it loomed out of the 
douds. 

Then came ZRS-5 the Macon. 

The history of Moffett Fields a complex and an evolving one, passing through many phases and greatly enabling the undertaking of the modern US A 
and Space National capacities. The last and perhaps the most significant chapter for Moffett Field took place in 1940 with the preparation of a large 
j _ oi t i ^onautical studies. Originally named afterjoseph 4nie-- i _ i i ' i -ssi corporated the 
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Ames Air Advisory Committee as the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), hi i independent agency of the federal government with a 
mandate "The exploration of space for peaceful purposes for the benefit of mankind. " 

i So ncw r we have reached a crossroads in the hi stray of Moffett Field. Behind us we can see with a clear view, both the love of a community and the 
struggle of those times, ahead of us stretches the prospect of a formative andanhigWyadvanc^spaceai:|e\virhiit\ , .!iri! NASA Ames will play a leading 

Many interests converge here; mespaceagenowoffasusaclyiiaiii^'iiionieritiinirntfi.aiMuiteit.ainfuti.ire. The advanced usage of near space allows and 

also empowers our modem tedinological abilities, For global communications, for the essential earth observation sciences aid for the continuing 

exploration and outreaches beyond our home planet, space is the now the universal and the very visible arena within which so many of our collective 

aspirations will certainly be realized. 

The treniendous and me transformative ability of mo^ 

Computers, cdl phones, broadcasts, television and a large part of the everyday organization of life at all levels, depends upon the veracity of the 

multitin le orbiting stations that carry the essential tasks of an information- based society forward. 

Ourwwridviewis empowered in this way, aswebegin to underslmd the interconnected aid die global nature of our human condition . .amidst die detritus 

and failings of an earlier industrial age. The tasks we now face are tremendous ones, not only do we inherit a legacy of default for the conservation of the 

liniite:! planetary resources, butweals' 'find that many dangerous aid precipitating factors may begin to act against the future prospects for genuine 

global stability and a universal prosperity unless we act for intervention directly. 

This considerable tension takes place within a tiemaidously enhanced capacity ft >r communications, aid mf on nation and educational flows, whose scope 

is only limited bv the dimensions of aeativity and the creation of insightful methods towards the resolution of the many very serious problems. Withm 

such a significant search for solutions US civil society looks ouUvmds towards the innovative aid sometimes ingenious space sciences that have such an 

inesti mable value. 

For the finding of pathways and prospects against the turbulein e i >f a \v< aid in transition, so much has been clone already, permitting a glimpse of how 

our important space enabled abilities can function to bring forward analysis, expertise, participation and accomplishment, ani 1 sti ll so n inch remains to be 

The great weak of our times is a different one, it will not be accomplished by soldiers, statesmen or corporate leaders, this time it will be accomplished 
by our communities. Communities of peoples who now look to understand and to care for each other, and to find the skillful means, the insight and the 
compassion to k ing torw.-iid ai mllia it lig ht fot a world in transition. The peoples of the Bay Area are both .iiJe.-jiu o ■; ifn i.-Hii: in ihe i i rofound search to 
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n from the shadows of the past Let us not forget that these endowed communities havewatriied the CTi^ence of the advarioed high 

technologies, they have found their careers and their life work here and they have a practical experience and genuine understanding for the worth and the 

value of global development within tire space- based implementations and original high tech thematics of today. 

Hangar One at Moffett Field offers a corrsiderable and .an original rest mire for such a singula' i ( immunity. It would permit an open and democratic 

availability for the key conceptual technological venues offering a creative investigation ard exposing potential for the critical topics ard requirements of 

: Our collaborative reuse concept will start at the beginning of theston The Hangar inmost ol>viously a futrne home to the historical legacies of Moffett 
Held, and of course we would all wish to see the Museum quickly reinstated at that location. A most apt and cdebratorysitiration,lx^causetiie deli. ;^-i 
community group that has cared for fire Museum through so manyyeHisrs now also able to locate ard to identify a refuibished and durable condition for 
the historically srgnrficant building. The veterans of oui air history could readily obtain a flight club here and ever take some short hips around m a 
range of vintage craft that still find some wings. Airplanes come in all shapes and sizes, some < >f ti iem woi ild 1 10 (!■ ml it ! >e ft nincl irr the hands of the ai 
light model planes enthusiast who would contract a team for engaging routes my. hk 1 tin- still . a v. 1 \ irotective interior atmospheres. The Hangarwould also 
find a 1 li t i the retired spa e shuttle., which would be a big thnll and ^(lelightfc)ryc>iingi:)ei:)plear(:laineinc)i;Hl>leaidnc)t-tc)-l:)e-f «)c>tten 

visit, they will come back time ant! a< iai i i, t: . visi t li ie y< n.rtli spc-tce camps, to learn and to study how space- based infonnation teclmology can work for 
them and forotheis in all the best possible ways. 

Covering a floor area of around 8 acres, there is room forso many of om n forwaidlciolang space caclresyo;uii!ajiili!'l,di!u : ci si lii^chiir ire. 
Because information technology is such a consolidated medium of exchange it now becomes possible to create and to experience an innovative 
technological hub. Using the Harg. a - in this war vail mear engaging for long term coiporate, nonprofit and governmental investments, not so much for 
funding although that will be one consideration but for something fa n more 1 1 itangil lie and far more significant 

Hargar One community outreach must seek to represent an overview of how and wiry space-baseclaidconiirarmcationsmecliumsaei 'iLauging our 
worid. Seen in real time on the Idangar Screens, the carjo flights of AiihifsiC:Huin:^iilvsho\vu,s(iiei!ii!iie.hateui!pact of our distributed bounty, 
breaking clown boundaries of cultural identity to leveal the sympathy .and consrderation that lies at the heart of all our inteichanga 
The digital displays of Hangar One will give also give us comprehensiosi of tire valuable nature of the global information flows, where they operate and 
whatthey can achiev&Asthenearearth observation platforms relay their fabulous statistics ard extraoidrui-'iy analytical abilities, we watch enthralled to 
see the opening up of a profound ard a living worid map, that contains rrot only fire ocean currents, the fields and the forests but also points us towads 
the more poignant and interior maps of the human condition. 

We walk out into the plaza and glance back at the bulk of Hangar One, against the sky the roof shines under the canopy of solar array, beautifully 
ornamented by flower- like wind turbines powering up against seasonal inclemency. The housing shines dazzling bright in the sun, broken only by the 
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reflecting lines of windows that look far out into th< ;worid. The lattice work of water collectors modulates the side elevations and at either end sit the 
powerful and self-sufficient holding tanks. 

Of course, Hangar One is a very green building, a fine example of a state-of-the-art transition into me futurist*: vision ■ i a world to come. 
! In frcait fly the flags of the nations, we walk over to the copper cubes that house the stairways and descend into the cool domains of Big Blue super 

j computer. This is where we will find the other maps, the ones diatae so much more important to us tiiannie maps of the material sphere, these are the 
statistically enabled conputational mars that cannot oiily show "us in fluid motion our environmental future but can also showushow and where 
medicines are being mobilized against the immediate spread of disease, how many types of foods are being grown and where they are being consumed, 
how advanced analysis for economic flows r.i!i Life >milx)tlipiDsi>eiih"aii(ltliel:ov|B:>ningdevdopment process and even how many lards are currently 
migrating across the Asian sub continents. 

l^tBrwedropinonaconcertbeingheldbyNASA Ames m honor of a visiting head of state, the orange peel doors swing back against the night air. 
Inside die seating ti ere are adjusted, amongst the vaulted beams pin \> int lights glow, presently Beethoven's Ode to Joy eai lie heard from a distance, 
beyond the chirping grasshoppers in the fields by the water. Havewe findlyamved somewhere we wmt to t^, in imacjina^ need 

to confirm the reality. 

US Space B licy is guiding fact r for global leadership, such well intentioned foreign policy outreach can ci^ate economic advancement amongst all the 
nations' i die world, thn aigli tliemf 'miahon enable:! implementation of advanced problan solving capacities. A forward looking space policy can create 
a genuine .aid an enduring global se:mity w'oilangficmtlienea-eathfortiieeath Internal* 'liahzel space attributes will enable nonproliferation and 
will ( >phniize essentia ■ risis o 'iitannients. Spacecan become the vehicle for a benign aid a fully cooperative international global development, one 

I which includes all regardless of race, religion or belief, engaging the civil sociery condition into acdirate representati on, assurance of personal lights aid 
open access to education. Such well protected international cyber-capabilities will ensure that all people everywhere are respected and are properly 

! acknowledged. 

j Haigar One future use will be indicative ■ f the original aid inspiring o 'liceptual conditions. It-will not' niy lie ai asset, it will be the first of its land aid 
it will lie a pleasant and an amenable place to spend an afternoon with your family. Tins remarkable public facility will sh 'W US and theworidthe 
direction forward for space development; itwill readily engage for the International space agency consortia working together for lunar settlement and 
one day soon itwill bung us a live video feed from die 1 una" surface. 

Can one small 8-acre building really hold all of this, why not, after all the Large Hadron Collider went on line yesterday, 27 kilometers of "nothing 
much", apart from the glimpse of a primordial state, so eight acres of "something more" might make a real difference. 
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x MaryGirodo 
iation'AgaTcy: Public member 



Submittal Via i 



ConmiEnt 119G: 



Received en: September 4, 2 






Conment 120G: Hangar 1 at Moffett Field must be restored for ■ 
steel siding isverylittiecomparedtome spending of studying 
on keeps delaying, the cost keeps rising. The Navy needs 
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Writisi en: September 4, 2006 






Received on September 4, 2 






Fran: Mdanie Hubble 






Submitted Via: Comment sh 


^7%^ 


Tmo^S'' 


ASiliaticn/AgaTcy: Public member 


ConmiEnt 121G: I remember looking to Moff 
whenweflyintoSanJoseAhpoit Itisanhist 


arical sight am 


the hilltop with 


'Z^X^^^ZlZl^ 


^ta^ST 


M °™*"" 



Received on: September 1, 2006 

Submitted Via: Letter (with newspaper article dipping) submitted 

to Darren Newton, BRAG Environmental Coordinator, Navy 
BRACPMOWest 






Ccranent 122G: I want to echo what many attendees at last Tuesday' s meeting have expressed, namely, that removing toxics from Hangar I and 

j shipping it of its shell ae not the solutions to pieserYrngFraiiga n I. Hero are my ro.Hsons: 

Restoring Moffett Field for civilian use by de-toxifying it; does not ready it for civilian use. While I appreciate tire efforts by EPA and the Navy, 

ilif j latter must te the ultimate goal. 

The US Navy is depriving itself aid the Nation of preserving a part of tire Navy's ard tire corurtiy's aviation liistoiyl:yshrpprngHaiga n I of its 

shell. The skeleton that would remain would accelerate its deterioration and be very unsightly to boot. 

Serious efforts must be made for re-use of Hangar I and many good suggestions have been made a) Use of Moffett Field and Hangar I for 

Humamtarian/Emergency aidifts and other efforts in cases cf Frres, Hoods, Earthquakes etc.; b) Use as a West-Coast Branch of the Smithsonian 

An and Space Museum by combining the current Museum at Moffett' Field with the Hiller Aviation museum in SanMtfeo, NASA memorabilia 

etc.; c) by enhancing the attraction for tourists from around the<:ountiy by holding special events (air shows, NASA exhibits for example) and use 

the revenues to pavf r maintenance of Ham far I aid M.:if felt Field: cl) focusing on the revival of ' Lighter- fhai-ar' dingibles coming to Moffett 

Field in the fall of "2CCR 
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Details of the cost- estimates if! the proposals made last Tuesday were not made available to the attendees h five I :ii ds 1 imi obtained? 

Who were the bi 1 i i t i^nudlsbetweenre-rwidingFiangarlversusooveringtheskdeto 

the- ait material (hat meets environmental as well as esthetic and historic ai ten a? 

Has EPA provided realistic evidence that there is a current danger to humans and the :envi (''(irsi' [;iii !i'ite\'eiy last evidenceof toxic material is 

removed. Are there current law-suits pending by military or civilian personnel claiming that their health, while working at Moffett Field, has been 

adversely affected by toxins? 
I 1 - I I I ii 1 ffett. Field, to give serious consideration to alternatives to Alternative 10. Naval a 

US History is not served well, were this alternative implemented. 
Eberhard Holweger 
5733 Camden Village Court 
San Jose, CA 9512 



Tel.: (406) 445-2015 






Comnent 123G: Iamnotapartof tiiecomrdtteetosaveHaiigar n l.Iamjiistalocaldtizenwhowasraisedhere -hi I ii \ n , rk I 

it great country's Naval presence in the Bay A 
EvarVLSalas 
2016 Stockbridge Avenue 
Redwood City, California 94061 
Ph: 650-556-9805 
Cell: 650-520-6476 
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Written en: September 7, 2006 






Received on: 


e ptember8,2008 


Frcm: Efarold A. Maishman, Sr 






Submitted Via: E-mail submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 


Affiliaticn/AgaTcy: Public member 


ConmiEnt 1243: Just a line from an 


ssident of South Weymouth, M 


aAsto 


may be aware, my tov 


Til was once a host to N A.S. So. Weymouth, which 




















































that coiild be using this hangar for its 


nginal purpose? & nbsp. 










ition. 








HaroldA. Marshman, Sr 




















So. Weymouth, MA 02190 











Received on: September 15, 2006 

Submitted Via: E-mail submitted to Darren Newton, BRAC 
Em m mmental Cooidinator, Navy BRAC PMO West 



Conment 125G: At the request of the commenter, this comment will not be mduded in its entirety. It will be summarized as follows: The public 
member is against any restoration of the hangar. Evei i though lie has keen a residait of the area for many years, he still believes the money is better 
spent on other endeavors. 
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Writbai an: August 26, 2008 


Received on: August 26, 2008 


From: Raymond H. Reck, Ptesidait/CEO 


SubnrittedVia: Letter submitted at public meeting 


Aftiliatii:iiVA(;i«Ky: Pa< lficWaiinrds., Incorporated 


Commit 126G: As President and Co-Founder of Pacifi 


cWarbird Inc., anon, t al organization, I am speaking in defense 














and work in as the United States Navy designed and bnil 


ittobe74yearsago. 


I also speak on behalf of myself; a Veteran US Navy AM 


E2 who served on two Vietnam era WesiPac Cruises and one of the many thousands of 


U.S.Navy Veterans who were stationed at Moffett Field, 




would have been unable to bust our lives to our crewmat. 


=s and our aircraft while flying thousands of mission hours in hostile environments. 


Personally, I have traveled Hie world both in and out of tt 


e Navy and I always know I'm home when Ihe unmistakable structure of Hanger 1 comes into 


















foundations in flight 




Besides Hie strong personal feelings nry Navy shipmates 


ind I have for Hanger 1, she has been the home for training Pacific- bound tactical aircrew and 














our postage stamp on a vast ocean of air when we come t 


ome from long patrols at sea. She has a very distinct and welcoming personality all her own. 


From her commissioning in 1934 by ttie U.S. Navy to ho 


ise the Goodyear- Zeppelin' s ZRS-5 Dirigible, to her current status as a Naval Historical 


Monument Hanger 1 has stood solidly in defense of our 




you to save Hanger 1 in iis full glory. She has never give 


a half effort to this county and we should not leave her wilh only half of her beauty and 


vLleTIarmful effects of PCBswere unknown in the 


930s, we need to restore her and put her back in service in fact this lime without me inherenliy 
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harmful side effects of lastoantuiy technology. If we can repeatedly store and 
service, lets do the same for Hanger 1. Who knows when she will be needed <■■ 
and go into harms way. Please preserve Hanger 1 as is - for every Ai i leri i an. 

Raymond H. Reck, President/CEO 

- Ni rbirds Incorporated 
17430 CallerVfazatan, Suite200 
Morgan Hill, California 9503" 7 3"" USA 
4C6.857.3284 
rreckift) pad ficwarfairds.o 






Written on: August 29, 2008 


Reoaved ore August 29, 2008 


Fn^Ja^Madsen 


1 1 i PRA( 
Environmental Coordinator, BRAC PMO West 


AfrUiatiori/AgEncy: Oiton Development Inc. 




Coranait 127G: Orton Development has followedthe Navy announcement! t i rsned plantbrH umunity's reaction, and Hie 

resulting media coverage with interest 

Asvvehopeiseridentfromwww.OitoriDevd conun>:rm<:i l;-ii.i:ies- :Je environmental clean-ups, 

and rehabilitating large structures. We have developed over 14,000,000 square t t 1 t lecentiy, the Ford Assembly Building in Richmond, 

CA. That work won a 2008 Nation. J Hist'oiK Iteet van on Award. 

TheNavy'smayr^r^senttheleastexpensivesolutionfortheirpn 1 1 i> < \ nental challenges. ButbeLauv j th th^eionomic, 

liistoric, and social value of arehabbedpi iM i I dopmootcan, our calculations and decision differ. 

We fhirrk, srrbj ect to our due diligence, we could structure a deal with the following terms: 

1. ODI take responsibility for the environmental issue, accepting that responsibility from the Navy 

2. Navy payODIitsbudgetedclean-upamountagainstmilestonestlrat a i ,i | 1 I 1 igregulation 
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3. ODI and Ames work together to find tenants that amplify the mission of the Research Center 

4. ODI assumes a long-term master lease 

5. ODI finances the infrastructure and tenants improvements to accommodate the tenants 

It Navy and NASA would be interested in exploring such a relationship, please contactjames Madsen at (510) 734- 7605 o: 

: i na lsen(5 i ■itondevdopment.com. 

James Madsen 

1475 Powell Street, Suite 101 

Emeryville, CA 94603 

Telephone (510)428-0300 

Fax: (510)428-0602 






: At the Hangar 1 Public Meeting on August 26, 2008, 1 did not hsfr your rank mentioned, so please forgive the possibly insulting Mr. 
l^ngarl at MoffettFidd is adassic landmark of Naval Aviation, and I am sure that no one would object to a large sign with the old (and wonderful) 
logan Flj -m Since the Navy has already budgeted funds for removd of mesldnwliichcoddbeiBplacedfcrabouthdf of that arraxm^ it seems 
strange that the Navy would not want to keep tins marvelous building ;hs a monument to those who served in Naval Aviation. Keeping one Carrier Task 
Force in harbor for another twdve hours would more than cover costs. 
Truman B. Cross 

Oakland Cloud Dusters Free Flight Modd Airplane Club 
624 South California Avenue 
Pdo Alto, California 
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baico August 14, 2008 Receivedon: September 9, 2008 

n Jeff Segal land Lenny Si egd . 

iaticxVAgaicy! Save Hangar One Committee 
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Jeff Segall and Lenny Siegd 

For the Save Hangar One Committee 

: ■ .■ . 



Written S.ptenba-aaXB 


Reosvedcn Sgtaba-ll. 30CB 


From Bicjttelvvaszkieivics 


Submitted Via: Conment Sheet submitted to Darren Newton, 
ERAC Environmental Coordiriator, Navy BRAC HMO West 


AfflllancrVAgai*! PuHicMante- 




Comment 130G: Preseivalion 


«"?,« 


S=T^ 


itrightanditwillbeu. 


efullaterdestoiBdlasamuseuinoreducatioiialfacili^. Thanks 
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Written co August 26, 2008 


Received on: August 26, 2008 


Fran: Lenny Si egd 


Subnitted Via: Oral comment at public meeting 


AffiliatKxVAggTcy: Founding Memberof Save Hangar One Committee and 






Executive Diiwtorof the (Renter for Pul:Jn: Environmental Oveisight 






Comment 1 IS I in L enny Siegel, a M ountain View resident, another founding member of the Save Hangar One Committee and executive director of the 


























































artifact thats been discarded. We can't afford to do that with Hangar 1. Wehave to restore it so that we can continue to reuse it 





APPENDIX C 
PUBLIC NOTICES 



This page intentionally left blank. 



Former NAS Moffett Field 

Lgip Hangar 1 Public Meeting 

You'r& invited to attend the Hangar 1 Public Meeting! 




NEVUS RELEASE FROM BRAC PROGRAM MANAGEMENT OFFICE VUEST PUBLIC AFFAIRS 



The Navy invites the community to comment on the Moffett Field Hangar 1 EE/CA 

SAN DIEGO - The Navy has prepared an engineering evaluation/cost analysis 
(EE/CA) for Sits 29, also known as Hangar 1, at Former Naval Air Station (NAS) Moffett Field, 
California. The Hangar 1 siding is contaminated with PCBs which are the regulatory driverfor 
this removal action. Asbestos and lead are also present in interior and exterior Hangar 1 
building materials. Pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act jCERC LA), the Navy is obligated to remediate Hangar 1 to protect human 
health and the environment The EE/CA identified and evaluated a total of 13 removal action 
alternatives. The Navy's preferred alternative, as presented in the EE/CA, is Alternative 10 - 
Remove Siding and Coat Exposed Surfaces. This will involve demolition of interior rooms within 
the hangar, removal of the corrugated metal siding and roof material from the hangar, and 
application of a protective epoxy coating on the remaining steel frame. 

The Navy invites the community to attend a public meeting to learn more aboutthe 
background on Hangar 1 and the EE/CA. The public will have the opportunity to provide written 
and oral comments on the EE/CA; oral comments will be recorded by a court reporter. 

When: August 26, 2008; 7:00 - 9:30 p.m. 

Location: American Legion Post 564 

2120 Walsh Avenue, Santa C lara, C A 95050 

The Navy is also accepting comments during a 45 -day comment period starting J uly 30, 
2008 and ending on September 13, 2008. All comments must be postmarked by September 13, 
2008. To review the EE/CA, visit the information repository located at the Mountain View City 
Library, 585 Franklin Street Mountain View, CA 94041. Foran electronic copy of the EE/CA, 
please visit www.bracpmo.navy.mil 

For more information about Hangar 1 and the environmental restoration program at NAS Moffett 
Field, please contact Mr. Darren Newton, Navy BRAC Environmental Coordinator, 1455 F razee 
Road, Suite 900, San Diego, CA 92108, (619) 532-0963, or darren.newton@navy.mil . 
www.bracpmo.navy.mil 



